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Helsingin yliopisto on toteuttanut historiansa ensimmäisen hallinnon ulkoisen 
arvioinnin, jonka arviointiryhmän loppuraportti tämä julkaisu on. Arvioinnin 
pääteemoiksi nousivat johtamisjärjestelmä ja hallintotyön organisointi. Helsingin 
yliopistossa on erinomaista johtajuutta, mutta se syntyy spontaanisti yksittäisissä 
tilanteissa. Yliopisto instituutiona ei luo johtamistyölle kestäviä puitteita, eikä 
johtajuudesta juuri palkita. Johtajia on vaikea rekrytoida, johtamiskaudet ovat liian 
lyhyitä ja johtajaksi ryhtyminen koetaan tiedekunnissa ja laitoksissa yleisesti 
uhrautumiseksi. Akateeminen johtaminen on kuitenkin välttämätöntä, jotta yksiköillä 
ylipäänsä olisi jokin toimintastrategia, rekrytoinnit onnistuisivat, työmotivaatiota 
tuettaisiin, henkilöstön erilaiset vahvuudet tukisivat toisiaan ja työt jaettaisiin 
oikeudenmukaisesti. 
 
Yliopiston hallinto ei toimi hallintotehtävien luonteen edellyttämällä tavalla selkeänä 
organisaationa. Monet hallintotehtävät on hajautettu niin pitkälle, etteivät yksiköiden 
työntekijät selviä kaikista vaativista tehtävistään. Monesti hallinnon työntekijöillä ei 
myöskään ole tehtäviään vastaavaa koulutusta eikä tukenaan johtoa, joka tuntisi 
hallintoa. Varahenkilöiden puuttuminen on tavallista. Erityisen paljon vaikeuksia 
tuottavat yksiköille talous-, henkilöstö- ja tutkimusprojektien hallinto. Eräät keskitetyt, 
paljon asiantuntemusta vaativat palvelut saivat tunnustusta osakseen. Eniten yliopiston 
ulkopuolisista resursseista riippuvaiset yksiköt näyttävät oivaltaneen oman 
hallintotapansa merkityksen parhaiten. 
 
Raportti käsittelee monia muitakin teemoja. Yliopiston strategiaa ei juuri tunneta eikä 
sen koeta ohjaavan päätöksentekoa tiedekunnissa ja laitoksilla. Strategian nimeä 
käyttäviä ohjelmia on liian monta. Yliopistossa tuntuu myös olevan liikaa kokouksia, 
työryhmiä ja valtion tai keskushallinnon käynnistämiä uudistusprosesseja. Lähes 
kaikkien tietohallinnon järjestelmien käytettävyydessä ja käyttöönotossa on ongelmia. 
Määräaikaisten hankkeiden suuri volyymi rasittaa tavattomasti yliopiston organisaatiota 
ja henkilöstöä. Englanninkielisessä asioinnissa on ilmeisiä puutteita. Keskushallinnon 
palvelujen jalkauttaminen kampuksille on onnistunut vaihtelevasti. 
 
Yliopistossa on paljon tietoa hallinnon ongelmista ja myös ideoita niiden 
vähentämiseksi. Huomattavia uudistuksia on jo tehty. Muutos on kuitenkin hidas, koska 
yliopistoyhteisössä ei vallitse laajaa yhteisymmärrystä paremman akateemisen 
johtamisen tai rationaalisemman hallinnon tarpeellisuudesta. Arviointiryhmän 
käsityksen mukaan kuitenkin juuri ne vapauttaisivat aikaa, rahaa ja henkistä energiaa 
tutkimukseen ja opetukseen. Uudistamisen tueksi arviointiryhmä antaa 27 suositusta. 
 
Yliopiston hallintoa on mahdollista keventää, mutta se edellyttää, että toimijat ovat 
valmiita ajattelemaan hallintoa – ei vain välttämättömyytenä vaan myös resurssina. 
Hyvästä hallinnosta voidaan nauttia vain, jos yliopisto joskus vakavissaan tutkii ja 
ajattelee työnsä edellytyksiä. Hallinto muodostaa kokonaisuuden, joka edellyttää 
yhteisiä sääntöjä sekä toisten työn asianmukaista arvostamista. Valtion puolestaan 






tulisi erityisesti seurata yliopistolta edellyttämiensä kehittämishankkeiden määrää ja 
ajoitusta sekä hallintoprosessien mielekkyyttä. Nyt valtion vaatimuksien katsotaan 
tuottavan paljon turhaa työtä. 
 
Ulkopuolisen arviointiryhmän johtopäätökset perustuvat ennen muuta yliopiston 
tiedekunnissa, laitoksissa ja muissa yksiköissä tehtyihin itsearviointiraportteihin sekä 
raportin laatineisiin yksiköihin tehtyihin arviointikäynteihin. Lisäksi arviointiryhmä 
haastatteli useita yliopiston johdon edustajia. 









Vid Helsingfors universitet har en extern utvärdering av förvaltningen för första gången 
genomförts. Denna publikation utgör utvärderingsgruppens slutrapport. Utvärderingens 
huvudteman blev ledningssystemet och förvaltningsarbetets organisation. Helsingfors 
universitet har ett utomordentligt ledarskap, men det uppstår spontant i enskilda 
situationer. Universitetet som institution skapar inte hållbara ramar för ledande och 
någon belöning för ledarskap ges knappast. Det är svårt att rekrytera ledare, 
ledningsperioderna är alltför korta och att bli dekanus eller prefekt upplevs i allmänhet 
som en uppoffring vid fakulteterna och institutionerna. Akademiskt ledarskap är 
emellertid något oundvikligt för att enheterna överhuvudtaget skall kunna ha någon 
verksamhetsstrategi, rekryteringen lyckas, arbetsmotivationen stödjas, de anställdas 
starka sidor av olika slag stödja varandra och arbetena fördelas rättvist. 
 
Universitetets förvaltning fungerar inte som en tydlig organisation på det sätt som de 
administrativa uppgifternas karaktär skulle förutsätta. Många förvaltningsuppgifter har 
decentraliserats så mycket att de anställda vid enheterna inte klarar av alla de 
krävande uppgifterna. Ofta har de som arbetar inom administrationen inte heller en 
utbildning som motsvarar uppgifterna och inte stöd av en ledning som skulle känna till 
förvaltning. Att reserver saknas är vanligt. Särskilt många svårigheter ger 
administrationen av ekonomi-, personal- och forskningsprojekt upphov till. En del 
centraliserade tjänster som kräver stor sakkunskap fick erkännande. Bäst förefaller 
enheter som är beroende av resurser utanför universitetet ha insett betydelsen av den 
egna administrationen. 
 
Rapporten behandlar också många andra teman. Universitetets strategi är lite känd 
och upplevs inte heller styra beslutsfattandet i fakulteterna och institutionerna. Det 
finns alltför många program som går under namnet strategi. Det verkar också som om 
det vid universitetet skulle finnas för många möten och arbetsgrupper samt 
reformprocesser startade av staten eller centralförvaltningen. Nästan alla 
dataförvaltningens system har problem som gäller användbarheten eller ibruktagandet. 
Det stora antalet tidsbundna projekt belastar universitetets organisation och personal 
enormt. Uppenbara brister finns när det gäller betjäningen på engelska. Förankringen 
av centralförvaltningens tjänster på campusområdena har haft varierande framgång. 
 
Universitetet har mycken kunskap om förvaltningsproblemen och även idéer om hur de 
kan reduceras. Betydande reformer har redan genomförts. Förändringen går emellertid 
långsamt, emedan det inom universitetet inte råder något brett samförstånd om 
behovet av bättre akademisk ledning eller en mera rationell administration. Enligt 
värderingsgruppens uppfattning skulle emellertid just dessa frigöra tid, pengar och 
intellektuell energi för forskningen och undervisningen. För att uppmuntra till en reform 
ger utvärderingsgruppen 27 rekommendationer. 
 
Det är möjligt att göra universitetets förvaltning lättare, men det förutsätter att aktörerna 
är redo att tänka på administrationen – inte endast som något ofrånkomligt utan även 






som en resurs. En god förvaltning kan bli verklighet endast om universitetet seriöst 
undersöker och funderar över förutsättningarna för sitt arbete. Förvaltningen bildar en 
helhet som förutsätter gemensamma regler och korrekt värdering av andras arbete. 
Staten borde å sin sida särskilt följa med hur många utvecklingsprojekt som krävs av 
universitetet och tidsplanen för dem samt förvaltningsprocessernas ändamålsenlighet. 
Nu anses de statliga kraven ge upphov till en hel del onödigt arbete. 
 
Den externa utvärderingsgruppens slutsatser baserar sig framförallt på de 
självvärderingsrapporter som utarbetats av fakulteterna, institutionerna och andra 
enheter vid universitetet samt på avlagda utvärderingsbesök vid enheter som gjort upp 
rapporter. Dessutom intervjuade utvärderingsgruppen många företrädare för 
universitetets ledning. 









The University of Helsinki has conducted the first external evaluation of its 
administration. This is the final report of the evaluation panel. The main themes of the 
evaluation were the management system and the organisation of administrative work 
within the University. At the University of Helsinki there are some examples of 
outstanding leadership, but this often comes about case-specifically, and the University 
as an institution does not support structures of durable management. The recruitment 
of academic directors has proven to be difficult. This is due to too short terms of 
management and scarcity of benefits of becoming an academic director. In the 
faculties and departments it is widely considered that becoming an academic director 
entails personal sacrifice to those willing to undertake such a role. However, academic 
leadership is imperative in order to ensure that the departments and institutions have 
at least some kind of strategic plan, that recruitment is successful, that staff is 
motivated and that both the division of labour and different areas of expertise are 
treated justly. 
 
The nature of the administrative tasks requires a well-defined organisation. However, 
at the University of Helsinki the organisation of administration does not function this 
way. Many tasks are decentralised to a level where the administrative staff of 
departments and institutes cannot cope with all their demanding responsibilities. Staff 
members also often lack proper administration-oriented education and support from 
their superiors. There is often no backup staff at all. The most difficult tasks for 
departments and institutes are the ones relating to the administration of finances, 
human resources and research projects. Some centralised services that require a high 
level of expertise were given recognition in the evaluation. The departments and 
institutes of the University that are the most dependent on external resources are also 
the most self-aware units regarding the effects of the arrangements of their 
administration. 
 
This report deals with many other themes as well. The strategic plan of the University 
is relatively unknown to faculties and departments and it does not steer their activities. 
There are also too many programs and papers entitled “strategy”. It is also widely held 
that there are too many meetings, working groups and reforms at the University, 
initiated by either the Government or the University’s central administration. There are 
problems regarding both the usability and implementation of almost all administrative 
software applications. The great volume of temporary projects puts an enormous strain 
on both the organisation and the staff of the University. There are obvious 
shortcomings concerning most administrative functions regarding English language 
services. The services of the central administration have been decentralised to the 
campuses with only varying success. 
 
The University is aware of many problems related to administration and also has some 
ideas on how to face them. Considerable reforms have already been accomplished. 
However, the change is slow due to the lack of wide-spread understanding for the 






necessity of a better academic leadership and a more rational administration. It is the 
finding of this evaluation panel that the abovementioned conditions would be the 
specific means to free up more time, financial resources and mental energy for both 
research and teaching. The evaluation group introduces 27 recommendations to 
facilitate future reforms. 
 
It is possible to create a lighter administration for the University, but this requires that 
all actors are willing to see administration not only as a necessity but also as a 
resource. Good governance can be maintained and enjoyed only if the University is 
able to seriously inspect and rethink the preconditions of its activities. Administration 
forms a collective whole, requiring joint rules and appreciating the work of others. 
Furthermore, the Government should take care to oversee the number, timing and 
administrative rationality of the various development projects it requires the University 
to implement. Currently, it is widely held that the requirements of the Government 
create a large amount of entirely futile work. 
 
The findings of the external evaluation panel are based mostly on the self-assessment 
of the faculties, departments and other institutes of the University and on the 
evaluation visits to those units. The panel has also interviewed representatives of the 
University’s top management. 
 







CHANCELLOR (5 yrs.) 
Organisational Structure
of the University 
24.11.2005 eh - Present at Council of State
   (when university affairs discussed)
- Promotion of science 
- Rules and regulations
- Appointment of Professors
- Overseeing legality of the 
   University’s operations
SENATE (3 yrs.)
- 15 members (5 prof., 4 staff, 4 stud, 1 ext.)
-  Board of the University
- Organisational structure of the Univ.
- Strategic planning
- Guidelines for the allocation of funds
- Statements
- Approval of rules and regulations
RECTOR (5 yrs.)
- Chair of the Senate
- Leader of the University
- 3 to 4 Vice-Rectors (Committees)
- Steering group (Rector, Vice-Rectors, Head 
of Aministration)
- General Executive Power
COMMITTEES (e.g.)
- Academic Affairs Committee
- Research Council
- Swedish Affairs Committee




- Equal Opportunities Committee
ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
- Director of Administration
- Departments (Personnel, Strategic 
  Planning and Development, Finance, 
  Technical, IT, Communications)
- Other units (General Administrative 
   Services, University Sports and 
   the University Museum)
CHANCELLOR’S 
OFFICE
FACULTIES (11 on 4 campus)




? VIIKKI: Biosciences, Pharmacy, Agriculture and
Forestry, Veterinary Medicine
INDEPENDENT INSTITUTES 
? under the auspices of the Univ. of Helsinki or of several universities or of several faculties
? board, director, (advisory board)
? Tasks may cover research, teaching, internal services, national tasks
? Aleksanteri Institute, Institute of Biotechnology, Helsinki Institute of Physics, Helsinki 
Institute for IT, Helsinki Centre of Economic Research, IRP University Centre, Language 
Centre, Finnish Museum of Natural History, Neuroscience Centre, Undergraduate 
Library, Institute of Seismology, Finnish Genome Centre, Technomedicum, Helsinki 
Collegium for Advanced Studies, Finnish Institute for Verification of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, Helsinki University Library, Helsinki University Press, Palmenia 
Centre for Research and Cont. Education, Open University, Institute for Rural Research 
and Training
COLLEGIUM (130 members, 3 yrs.)
- Selection of candidates for the 
   chancellorship
- Election of the Rector
- Appointment of Vice-Rectors
- Appointment of Senate member(s) 
   from outside the University
- Discussion of issues of substance
 










- 9, 19 or 27 members (professors, staff, students; no ext. members) 
- Policy decision on operations and finances, most important 
appointments, doctoral dissertations, internal structure, degree 
requirements
DEAN, VICE-DEAN(S)
- Director, appointments, allocation of funds, negotiations, representation
PREPARATORY BODIES
- Vary according to faculty
FACULTY OFFICE (~11-30)
- Head of Administration, Head of Academic Affairs, other officials
PROGRAMME-SPECIFIC/MULTIDISCIPLINARY FACULTIES
INDEPENDENT UNITS OF A FACULTY
BOARD
DIRECTOR
Libraries, Research Units, Service Units.
INDEPENDENT INSTITUTES 




Viikki Laboratory Animal Centre
DEPARTMENTS (65 dpts, 0-15 dpts/facutly)
STEERING GROUP
- 3, 6, 9 or 12 members (prof., staff, students)
- some have ext. members
HEAD OF DEPARTMENT
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICE
Sections, laboratories, research 
groups, doctoral programmes etc.
CAMPUS ADVISORY BOARD
- representatives from the 
  faculties, independent institues 
  and national sectoral research 
  institutes 
 







1 Objectives of the evaluation of the University of Helsinki 
administration 
As part of the project for the evaluation and development of the administration of the 
University of Helsinki, on 25 March 2004 Rector Ilkkka Niiniluoto appointed an external 
evaluation panel to carry out an evaluation of the University’s administration (Rector’s 
Decision Nr. 073/2004).  
As defined in the evaluation plan, the evaluation panel was expected to form a 
comprehensive impression of the administration of the University of Helsinki, its 
functionality and appropriateness, and to independently draw up a report of the results 
of its work.  
When collecting evaluation materials and conducting the assessment, the evaluation 
panel sought to consider the following aspects:   
? The  appropriate size, organisation and function of the administration in 
view of the University’s core functions  
? The improvement of the conditions of leadership at the different levels of 
the University   
? The streamlining of service processes and the improvement of the 
quality of services   
? The development and maintenance of the professional skills and know-
how of the administrative staff  
? The appropriate division of labour between the teaching staff and the 
administrative staff 
? Increasing transparency and cooperation between the various levels of 
administration. 






2 Progress of the evaluation  
Experts from outside the University of Helsinki who are well-versed in administrative 
procedures, quality issues and evaluation work in each of the administrative sectors 
included in the evaluation were invited to become members of the evaluation panel.  
 
Members of the evaluation panel: 
Jorma Sipilä, Professor of Social Policy, Chancellor, University of Tampere, chair 
Tarmo Haavisto, Head of Division, Lund University  
Timo Jauhiainen, Quality Manager, Finland Post Group 
Pekka Pajakkala, Research Manager, VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland 
Eila Rekilä, Emerita Director of Administration, University of Vaasa 
Pirjo Ståhle, Professor of Knowledge Management, Lappeenranta University of 
Technology  
Eero Suominen, Managing Director, Consultant, Konsultointi Eero Suominen Oy 
Matti Vartiainen, Professor of Work Psychology, Helsinki University of Technology  
Ilkka Virtanen, Professor of Operations Research and Management Science, Dean, 
University of  Vaasa 
Marika Tammeaid, Liaison Manager, Department for Strategic Planning and 
Development, University of Helsinki Administration Office, secretary 
 
As defined in its commission, the panel examined current procedures at the different 
levels of University administration on the basis of (a) commonly available materials, b) 
materials compiled especially for the panel, and (c) information acquired in interviews 
and site visits. The written self-assessment reports by the units participating in the 
evaluation, totalling almost 300 pages, constitute an important component of the 
material compiled especially for the panel. 
 
The evaluation panel studied the self-assessment reports in November and December 
2004, before the scheduled visits to the units in question. These reports, which were 
mostly carefully written and extensive in scope, provided a solid basis for the 
evaluation work. In the reports the units representing various types of administrative 
entities responded to general questions about the functionality of administration at 
different levels, as well as to specific questions concerning their own administration. All 
units were also invited to make suggestions for the improvement of administration.  
 
The self-assessment reports are not public, but the units may publish them at their own 
discretion and they may use the reports in any way they wish. The evaluation panel 
recommends that all the units make use of the reports in their internal development 
efforts.  
Five faculties, two independent institutes, five units from the University Administration 
Office and eight faculty departments took part in the evaluation. Of the faculties, two 
were located on the City Centre Campus, one on Meilahti Campus, one on Kumpula 







Campus and one on Viikki Campus. The aim in selecting the units was to obtain the 
broadest possible sample of administrative units at the University.  
 
Units in the evaluation project: 
 
Faculty/Institute Department/unit 
Faculty of Theology entire Faculty 
Faculty of Arts Department of English 
 Department of Finno-Ugrian Studies 
 Institute for Art Research 
Faculty of Medicine Institute of Clinical Medicine 
Faculty of Science Department of Chemistry 
 Department of Geography 
Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry Department of Forest Resource Management 
 Department of Applied Chemistry and 
Microbiology  
Independent institutes Institute of Biotechnology  
 Aleksanteri Institute 
University Administration Office Department for Strategic Planning and 
Development / Strategic Planning 
 Department for Strategic Planning and 
Development /Research Affairs 
 Finance Office  
 Personnel Services 
 Technical Department 
 
During the site visits and the analysis of the self-assessment reports, the panel 
considered administrative processes, the production of services, the division of labour 
and modes of operation from the point of view and in relation to the basic duties of the 
University (research, teaching and societal impact related to teaching and research). 
The panel’s aim was to make suggestions for improvement in the following areas of 
administration: preparation and implementation of strategies, operations management 
processes, budgeting, human resources management, research administration and 
facility management.  
 
Between 21January and 4 February 2005, the evaluation panel made a 2–4-hour visit 
to the 16 units participating in the evaluation project, and met with the Chancellor and 
the rectors of the University, as well as with the steering group of the evaluation 
project. On 10 March 2005 the panel conducted some supplementary interviews in the 
Administration Office and consulted the Director of Administration, among others.  
 
APPENDIX 1 OF THIS REPORT CONTAINS SELECTED COMMENTS FROM THE SELF-ASSESSMENT 
REPORTS AND THE INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED BY THE PANEL. 






The evaluation panel met ten times in order to discuss the conclusions of the 
evaluation: 27 October 2004, 21 January 2005, every day between 24 and 28 January 
2005, 4 February 2005, 10 March 2005 and 8 April 2005. Outside the meetings, 
common viewpoints were sought through online discussions throughout the evaluation 





3 The evaluation panel’s conclusions and recommendations  
In its policies, the administration of the University must take into account the explicit 
changes taking place in its operational environment, namely 
 
1. the significant growth of external funding, 
2. the increasing pressure for internationalisation,  
3. the transition to the information society (the opportunities and demands of 
information storage, classification, accessibility and up-to-dateness) and the 
growing importance of work independent of location,   
4. the growing demands for interaction between universities and society,  
5. the pressures to concentrate on core expertise and to transfer administrative 
duties to professional administrators, which will result in increased personnel  
expertise and outsourcing of operations.  
 
Factors affecting the operational environment of universities are discussed in detail in 
the report entitled Yliopisto, Suomi ja maailma 2020  (University, Finland and the world 
2020) by the University of Helsinki working group appointed to consider future 
challenges and changes in the operational environment, and in the Government 
Decision-in-Principle on the structural development of a public research system, dated  
7 April 2005. 
 
On the basis of the overall picture obtained from the evaluation, the evaluation panel 
would like to present the following conclusions and recommendations for the various 
sectors of administration of the University of Helsinki:  
 
 







1.1 Strategy, in other words, hard choices  
1. 
The strategy of the University should prioritise the objectives of change and key factors 
leading to success. The implementation of the strategy must be closely monitored. If 
strategic planning cannot produce a programme which is financially feasible and leads 
to concrete results, the strategy’s desired effect will not be achieved. 
  
2. 
The University should be able to change focus areas in operations and financing 
through internal means. Even though the extensive scope of teaching and the scarcity 
of funding from the national budget restrict the use of core funding, the reform of the 
University must not be solely based on external project funding.  
 
3. 
The University makes great efforts to ensure that all its basic duties are attended to. As 
the emphasis is on research, the University must define the minimum resources with 
which an acceptable standard of teaching can be maintained. If there are cutbacks in 
funding, this must not lead to lowered standards in teaching; instead, the University 
must be prepared to narrow down its areas of responsibility.    
 
4. 
The improvement of the internal performance of an organisation must be included in 
the strategy. Goal-oriented steering of the internal performance of administration 
supports the implementation and cost-effectiveness of the University’s basic duties.  
 
When defining the strategy of the University, consideration must be given to the 
amount of time and effort worth devoting to strategic planning at the various levels of 
administration. Despite the fact that the current process of devising the strategy is long 
and complex, the strategy is not known at the basic level (i.e. departments and units), 
and at the intermediate level (faculties) its significance is mainly instrumental. 
Considering the significance of the strategy process, it consumes a lot of 
organisational resources. There are currently too many documents bearing the title 
strategy. The University should have only one common strategy, which can then be 
supplemented by subordinate action and development programmes.   
 
An essential reason for the poor acceptance of the University’s strategy is its feeble 
connection to the distribution of resources. A strategy does not truly function as a tool 
in steering processes if it has no connection to the difficult choices that the University is 
forced to make because of the scarcity of its resources. The present strategy is 
considered to be too abstract, a list of things that are in the common good. On the one 
hand, it contains a number of objectives whose implementation the University can 
influence only to some degree; on the other hand, it contains only few objectives 
whose implementation is totally in the power of the University.   
  






The strategy of a university should always function as an instrument of structural 
development. Instead of implementing a multi-phased strategy process, the University 
should distribute strategic know-how to all levels of the organisation. The strategy 
should steer the University departments on the road to internal development. It is of the 
utmost importance that faculties and departments be capable of creating their own 
policy programmes, specifying how they wish to direct their own unit within the 
framework of the University’s strategy.  Strategy work is, to some extent, hampered by 
rigid organisational boundaries and the faculties’ attempts to extend the autonomy of 
the contents of teaching and research to the University’s strategy issues. The 
University of Helsinki needs a strategy that is more in the line of an action plan for the 
leadership, expressed in the form of a strategy. Structures will not change if the 
strategy is devised according to the bottom-up principle. 
 
As an organisation with multiple objectives, the University should also take into 
account in its strategy its national duties and other special areas of operation for which 
the University is responsible, even though these may not be the key areas of emphasis 
of that particular strategy period. It would be useful for the University to engage in long-
term scenario planning to provide a foundation for its strategy work. This would enable 
the University to reflect on its complex operational environment and the effects of that 
environment on the steering of operations. Incorporating crucial factors leading to 
success into the strategy itself would raise its value and enhance its usability.  
 
A strategy should always be accompanied by an implementation plan, the progress of 
which should be closely monitored. Furthermore, it is important for the smooth 
progress of strategy work that the leadership regularly assesses the implementation of 
the strategy and the functionality of the strategy process. The University’s present 
strategy seems to lack an owner, which partly accounts for its weak impact. The 
strategy has been written by administrators and it focuses on end results. It also lacks 
a perspective on the internal methods of operation and internal efficiency. It seems that 
on the whole, the management of internal performance is an unfamiliar concept at the 
University. The efficiency of the University’s organisation should be monitored and the 
effects of administrative services on the total expenses of operations should be more 
widely understood. For example, at present, working hours are not conceived of as an 
expense, although the time of an administrator is also costly, and sometimes, 
considering the overall expenses of a project, recruiting the person with the lowest 
salary into the project may prove to be the most expensive choice. There exist very few 
measurements, evaluations, analyses and comparisons of the efficiency, process lead-
times, expenses and quality of administration.  
 
Measures for the improvement of internal efficiency must be incorporated into the 
University’s strategy, and the implementation of the strategy must be assessed through 
clear measurements. The measurement instruments must be created in conjunction 
with the writing of the strategy and be connected to its objectives. Goal-oriented 
leadership of the internal capacity of administration is of central importance in 
supporting the implementation of the University’s basic duties. All operations 
management should focus on how to make human resources and the organisation 







work together in the best possible way. The central resources of the University are its 
qualified and motivated staff and its talented and motivated student body.  
 
 
1.2 Operations management 
 
5. 
The development of operations management and administration at the University is a 
long process requiring great effort. Investments in it will pay for themselves in savings 
and in the well-being of the personnel. In the development of administration, the 
University should be determined to take advantage of the generational change that will 
accompany the retirement of large numbers of staff in the near future. 
 
 6. 
The University must guarantee adequate time for research and teaching. A special 
duty of the Administration Office is to act as a filter protecting and supporting the 
implementation of the University’s core duties in the units. Action programmes must 
always clearly specify who bears responsibility for the implementation of the relevant 
actions and for the reporting of results. 
 
7. 
The volume, expenses and timing of the development work must be under control. The 
development measures must support the core functions, namely research, teaching 
and societal interaction. The need for resources of those development measures that 
exploit expertise in teaching and research must be predefined and approved at a 
sufficiently high level. The expenses of at least one development project should be 




The University must increasingly learn to rely on external administrative expertise 
at all levels. Administrative processes must be improved for the purposes of 
outsourcing, purchasing/acquisitions and competitive tendering.  
 
9. 
Administrative IT applications must be ordered competently and designed to be user-
friendly, and their applicability must be tested in an authentic environment before their 
introduction. These systems must produce essential information for the management 
of core processes, so that the units will not need, for example, unit-specific 
bookkeeping in order to obtain information on their finances or personnel.   
 
During the evaluation it became evident that there is very little operations management 
at the University, and that what there is takes the form of some kind of follow-up. Units 
understand performance to mean the number of completed degrees, after the Ministry 






of Education model for distributing funding, and funding largely determines the 
activities of the units.  Because of the lack of financial resources, the units are in 
danger of being steered by the interests of external sources of funding, without any 
limitations and overall plans. The role of the faculties is unclear and inconsistent in this 
respect, but they do have a consistent role in research administration. Faculties and 
departments alike launch structural and other changes only when forced to do so.  
 
In practice, the old operations management system at the University has lost a great 
deal of its functionality, and there is very little capability to seize new opportunities. On 
the whole, project management does not work and organisational boundaries are not 
clear in all respects. The University needs a well-defined and modern system of 
operations management that will provide solid tools for the daily management of all 
units.  
 
In recent years, the University has made consistent efforts to move towards 
collaborative management, or, in other words, to avoid dictating orders from on high. 
The University’s internal development has been guided by the idea that true expertise 
in operations management resides where the work in question is being done. 
Therefore, any reforms must be based on the opinions of the experts of the unit in 
question. This principle is correct per se but as the sole management guideline, it 
consumes the organisation’s resources and puts an administrative strain on the 
experts of research and teaching. At the same time, it has led to a form of quasi- 
management: much time is spent on meetings and decision-making processes in 
matters which, in reality, leave no room for choices. As a result, resources are 
withdrawn from planning work that could actually produce new functional or scientific 
innovations.  
 
The guiding principle of university administration should be the promotion of true 
leadership, not quasi-democracy. (cf. Fig. 1). In other words, administration should be 
centralised in situations where decision-making at unit level brings no added value. 
The resources of researchers and teachers must be freed for research and teaching, 
and administration must be centralised. As a result, resources will thus also be freed 
for the production of high-quality centralised administrative and support services. On 
the other hand, the central administration is also charged with the important duty of 
supporting each unit’s administrative instruments. This refers to administrative 
instruments and services that genuinely strengthen the units’ strategic competence 
and self-direction, i.e. create new opportunities for them to creatively develop their 
basic duties. 
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The present problems of operations management are worsened by the fact that the 
faculties and departments feel that the University central administration is burdening 
them with various projects that all take place at the same time. Under-financed 
applications and inadequately resourced projects (one-man projects) are daily routine. 
It seems that presently the central administration, partly under compulsion by the 
Ministry of Education and other ministries, generates reforms which place the 
responsibility for implementation on the faculties and independent institutes. The 
faculties, in turn, generate reforms that delegate the responsibility for implementation 
to the departments. Discouraged by the feeling that they have no means to change the 
situation, the faculties and departments take no action, though there is little prospect 
for improvement ahead. The University and faculty leadership cannot avoid taking 
overall responsibility for the inefficient use of resources.  
 
As is true for state administration in general, the University has no history of operations 
management based on follow-up, and even performance-based management was 
rather recently introduced. Steering has been mainly based on decisions handed down 
from above. However, the success of performance-based management depends on an 
efficient and extensive system of follow-up, which the University presently lacks 
altogether. Such an operations management system needs to have the general 
approval of the organisation and the necessary resources. If there are no resources for 
this purpose, the University should stop issuing directions and follow-up measures that 
decisively hamper the self-direction of units and the operational preconditions of 
performance-based management. The best results will be achieved by implementing 
operations management with thoroughness and adequate resources.  
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The development of operations management, the administration and its organisational 
structure calls for perseverance. This development can be compared to investment 
activities that require both time and money. The University should seriously devote 
time and energy to the development of administration, alongside the development of 
research and teaching. Lasting improvements will not be achieved through dramatic 
and swift changes, but through systematic and goal-oriented work. Besides 
persuasion, financial incentives and sanctions can be used as a means of managing 
change. In the next years to come, the University is faced with changes of exceptional 
magnitude because of the large number of retiring employees and the related 
pressures for the improvement of performance in public administration. This situation 
not only offers the University a unique opportunity to implement a good personnel 
policy, but also obligates it to improve operations and implement structural changes.  
 
The development of administration entails organisational changes, training and 
motivation of the personnel, national and international interaction, regular 
benchmarking and assessment, and internal communication. These methods are thus 
quite similar to those used in the development of teaching and research. The 
systematic development of administrative functions continues to best suit the central 
administration’s sphere of responsibilities. The central administration can guarantee a 
certain spontaneity and flexibility to the development work. Where appropriate, the 
development activities can be decentralised to the campuses, where the needs of the 
departments and faculties will steer the planning and use of services. Inevitably, the 
development of administration also calls for coherence in structures and processes 
throughout all levels of administration.  
 
In future, increasing attention must be paid to the planning and organisation of work, 
and to the resourcing and timing of projects throughout the University. Before projects 
are launched, the central administration ought to have a clear idea of how they will be 
implemented and what workload will result from them, whether they originate inside or 
outside the University. On the whole, the central administration should implement all 
reforms in the form of projects. This means that an objective will be set for the project, 
and the process with all its interim stages will be described. Each project must have a 
designated project leader, who will be responsible for the progress of the project, 
coordinating the timetables with other projects and bringing the project to an 
identifiable conclusion. Projects must also have adequate financing. Projects without a 
proper plan, timetable and responsible persons should never be launched, and the end 
of a project must be clearly discernible. Too many reforms should not be taking place 
at the same time, and synergy between reforms must be enhanced.  
 
The University strives to implement development projects primarily on its own. In order 
to expand the University’s knowledge base and to improve cost efficiency, conscious 
efforts should be made to use external expertise at all organisational levels. 
Administrative procedures should be improved for outsourcing, acquisitions, and 
tendering. Expenses, including working hours and other resources, should be 
estimated for all projects. The evaluation panel recommends that by way of an 
example, the expenses of at least one project, covering the entire process and 







organisation, be scrupulously calculated.  Implementation plans must indicate clearly 
and in detail – even naming individuals – who bears responsibility for the outcome and 
reporting of results.  
 
As the faculties and departments are currently swamped with surveys and other 
inquiries conducted or mediated by the central administration, it would be advisable to 
use alternative means of collecting information. The central administration could 
introduce a procedure in which preliminary drafts would be made of statements and the 
faculties would be asked to comment on these only. Efficient use of existing databases 
and sample-based surveys also offers less work-intensive means of collecting 
information. It is essential that the results of surveys and inquiries are communicated to 
the original producers of information at the departments and faculties. 
 
The University of Helsinki has developed different kinds of administrative IT 
applications at different times, which has resulted in a very inconsistent system from 
the point of view of both functions and functionality. It is now of the utmost importance 
to develop a consistent operations management system for the needs of the whole 
University, and to pay special attention to the manner in which the system is 
introduced. So far, in the worst cases, the whole University has been forced to pilot a 
system. Unfinished IT systems must not be launched, and the introduction and user 
training must also include a presentation of how the system relates to the users’ work 
processes and to the organisation as a whole. Preferably, user training should be 
provided from within the University.  
 
A significant goal in the creation of a quality system or of an effective quality assurance 
system for an organisation such as a university is familiarity with the special nature of 
the organisation, not copying models from other organisations. The University should 
pay special attention to defining the administration’s role as a provider of services, 
improving and synchronising the functionality of different operations and systems and 
assigning clear areas of responsibility (so-called process owners).  Developing a 
quality system for the whole University is such a demanding project that it might be 
worthwhile to seek models from among large universities abroad and to create and test 
the system in a pilot unit at the University. Because of the nature of the work, a project 
leader from the outside might be useful especially when dealing with delicate issues of 
turf boundaries. Feedback on the functionality of the system must be collected 
extensively, especially at the piloting stage. An organisation such as a university 
should not bother to engage in the creation of a quality system without a clear will and 
determination to deal with difficult issues as well. Otherwise, the end result will, in all 

















As an organisation, the University must acknowledge the fact that it cannot manage 
research, teaching and administration with the present system of academic leadership. 
The processes of managing academic activities, research projects and administration 
all differ from each other and require various different kinds of expertise.  
 
11. 
The preconditions of professional leadership must be enhanced by extending the 
length of terms of office, reviewing the salaries of directors, establishing systematic 
leadership training and by improving management resources. An objective for the 
standard of leadership must be established. The present recruitment system does not 
meet the demands of modern leadership and the challenges presented by the 
structural development of the University.    
 
12. 
Administrative duties must be performed in units that have adequate expertise for 
completing the duties in question. The administration must have its own internal 
management system that guarantees the availability of expertise, further training, and 
back-up personnel.  
  
13. 
The allocation of funding between units must take place faster and with a longer range. 
The units should not compete by accumulating budget deficits and by allowing 
vacancies to remain unfilled; they should live in the real world and build up their 
teaching and other activities accordingly.  
 
Appropriate size and functionality in administration cannot be achieved without active 
leadership. Administration must be managed, and the end-result depends greatly on 
management. In administration, knowledge as such is of no value: what counts in the 
end is how knowledge is used.  
 
There seems to be no uniform conception at the University of Helsinki of the meaning 
of leadership in the organisation and what the resources of management are. A special 
problem are directors who are not motivated to fulfil the duties of heir position. As far 
as projects are concerned, project management throughout the whole organisation is 
underdeveloped and standards of management expertise vary greatly.    
 
Dependence on external funding sets totally new requirements for management. The 
University’s old systems of selecting directors are clearly in a crisis in the present 
changing circumstances. The selection of heads of department does not support the 
recruitment of leaders who are prepared to make unpleasant, but unavoidable 







decisions. The University’s independent institutions, which have a longer history of 
operating in the interface between the academia and society at large, evidently have 
more advanced management expertise. Management is also more visible in those 
departments and institutes whose operations are based on a clear field-specific vision. 
An organisation can hardly succeed in its strategy if the standard of strategic expertise 
is not defined for all levels of management, if no systematic management training is 
available to the directors, and if participation in this training is voluntary.   
 
Changes in the University’s operational environment have brought about new 
challenges for the management of the University. It is not enough for the University to 
carry out its basic duties; on the contrary, it must strive to succeed in all its key areas, 
i.e. teaching, research and societal interaction. Results are not achieved randomly, but 
through efficient practices: systems must work flawlessly and employees must be 
supported in their work. In other words, both management (of things) and leadership 
(of people) are fundamental for appropriate and efficient practices. However, the 
challenges faced by the leadership do not end here, for it must also be able to 
continuously recognise and create new opportunities. An increasing proportion of the 
University’s funding comes from external sources, and successful research requires 
national and international networking. New opportunities, both financial and innovative, 
are generated in these networks. Seizing these opportunities requires goal-oriented 
action and management. 
 
The leadership of the University is facing the immense challenge of managing both 
present practices and future opportunities in a professional manner (cf. Fig. 2). It must 
be able to deal with controllable entities and uncontrollable new opportunities, both 
requiring highly professional management skills. Managing the University can no 
longer succeed without putting serious effort into management training, motivation and 
rewarding, and investing in functional management systems.
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The University should define what kind of leadership and management its 
administrative structure practices and encourages. At present, the University seems to 
have an inadequate recognition of the significance of leadership and the skills, time 
and other resources required for good leadership. A special challenge for the 
University are the status, duties and resources of its elected leadership. It is unrealistic 
to assume that the rectorate, with the time they presently have available for 
management duties, could direct the operations of the University. Compared with any 
other organisation of the same size, we are unlikely to find part-time directors in the 
leadership. In addition, the duties of deans and heads of department require 
professional leadership skills and time available for the performance of their relevant 
duties. Today, not even all heads of department receive any remuneration for their 
leadership duties.  
 
Besides the promotion of leadership, the self-direction of units should be encouraged. 
It is the administration’s duty to offer support for the self-direction of teaching and 
research at departments and in projects. The freedom of research must be ensured by 
good administration, motivation, emotional support and thoughtful distribution of 
resources. The activities of individual employees can and must be supervised, without 





























Strategically, it is of the utmost importance to invest in the development of leadership 
potential at the University in order to meet future needs. This can be done by including 
management/leadership training in postgraduate studies and by focussing on the 
improvement of project management skills throughout the whole organisation. 
Management training must be both research-oriented and customer-oriented.  
 
Special consideration must be given to the fact that academic activities and 
administrative activities are two different areas of management. It is an impossible 
situation that administrative processes are led exclusively by academic directors. The 
University is an expert organisation, but it fails to fully recognise the fact that high-
standard, cost-efficient administrative management requires special expertise that 
differs from expertise in teaching and research.  
 
From the point of view of administrative functionality and the development of 
professional expertise it is essential that staff dealing with financial and personnel 
matters in the faculties and departments belong organisationally (not necessarily 
physically) to one and the same unit. Furthermore, these staff should always have a 
supervisor on the next level of administration. The administrative staff’s innovativeness 
should be thoughtfully and intentionally exploited in the implementation and 
development of administration. When recruiting staff for administrative development 
projects, priority should be given to the staff in the faculties and departments where the 
basic work is being done.  
 
Administrative work is undervalued at the University, although it is essential for the 
smooth operation of the whole organisation. The status of administration will be raised 
when academic directors throughout the organisation recognise the expert nature of 
administrative work. It must also be accepted at all levels that the maintenance and 
development of expertise is an essential part of the duties of the administrative staff. It 
is the duty of directors to offer opportunities for training.  
 
The management and leadership of the University continue to concentrate around the 
funding received from the national budget. Securing and administering external funding 
should not be seen as separate from the other operations of the University, but rather 
as an inseparable part of administrative management. The system should provide 
support – through projects, leadership and project management – especially in view of 
the prospects that projects will inevitably increase in significance. External projects 
also offer opportunities for providing funding for incentives. 
 
The relationship between management and financial resources presents a special 
problem. If all expenses are pre-determined, the director has no real power.  
Accountability is rather artificial if all funds are tied up and performance can be 
achieved only through external funding. It goes without saying that a director must 
have control over finances and he or she must monitor and measure performance. 
Information systems must be able to support the daily management and follow-up of 
finances. Financial predictability must be enhanced and financial planning should move 






from year-based periods to time spans of at least three years, during which there 
should be no great fluctuations in resources. Up to now, faculties may have changed 
their models for the distribution of resources annually.  
 
Despite the fact the University is an extremely challenging environment for 
management, the resources available to proper management continue to be scarce. 
The functionality of the organisation would be improved if appointments to leadership 
positions were extended to a minimum of four or five years to allow continuity and 
professional skills to develop. Leadership should be more flexibly delegated and the 
capacity offered by deputy directors should be more readily exploited. The temporal 
resources of academic directors should be extended by the help of research assistants 
and leaves of absence (following the term of directorship).  
 
3.4 An appropriate administrative system 
 
3.4.1 Administrative culture 
14. 
The University must apply itself to further developing its administrative culture.  
The service function and attitude of the administration must be reflected more 
strongly at all administrative levels in both outlook and actions, as well as in the 
way the actions are communicated. The term central administration 
(keskushallinto) could be replaced with, for example, university administration 
(yliopistonhallinto) or joint administration (yhteishallinto). 
 
The administrative culture of the University of Helsinki does not adequately encourage 
cooperation and the pursuit of shared objectives, which is a significant problem for 
effective administrative functioning. The different administrative levels are not 
sufficiently aware of each other’s work and its demands. The central administration 
tries to guard the best interests of the whole University, but even projects that have 
been thoroughly justified meet strong resistance from the faculties and departments. 
Because of the difficulty of creating consistent systems for the whole University, the 
central administration leaves the practical implementation of many viable reform 
projects to the faculties and departments. This solution is not conducive to improving 
administrative effectiveness or creating consistent practices.  
 
At present, Finnish state administration is characterised by a focus on control, which is 
also reflected in the actions of the University’s central administration. This emphasis on 
control is also part of the reason why the faculties and departments see administration 
as a heavy burden. Rooting out long-held prejudices and creating a new image require 
both innovative practices and a new outlook. Because a name sends a message, the 
University should rename its administration, particularly the central administration, as 
university administration (yliopistonhallinto) or joint administration (yhteishallinto), for 







instance. The proposed names describe more accurately the role of administration as 
a service that supports research and teaching.  
 
It is vitally important that the central administration adopt an approach based on its 
service orientation and responsibility vis-à-vis the departments. The central 
administration also needs a more profound awareness of the (market) conditions in 
which the departments are operating. A deeper awareness of the changed 
circumstances in which the University is operating would help to bring about more 
flexible practices in accounting, personnel management and facility management. This 
would also help the departments to cope in the current competitive conditions. The 
staff who work in the central administration should be particularly sensitive to detecting 
social shifts. The faculties and departments should be more aware of the fact that 
members of the University community have both rights and obligations. Easier access 
to the job descriptions of administrative staff would also contribute to an effective and 
unambiguous distribution of tasks. 
 
The key factors in further developing the administrative culture at the University of 
Helsinki are openness and active communication and interaction. The promotion of 
interaction must extend to all areas of administration: the leadership, the employees 
and the whole organisation must be communicative. It must be understood that the 
most important tasks of a manager include the promotion of communication in his or 
her area of responsibility and the active improvement of the conditions for 
communication within internal interaction and contacts with other administrative areas. 
 
The structure of the organisation must promote communication in a goal-oriented 
manner. The aim is to enable effective and efficient communication and interaction 
throughout the administration. Technological innovations, such as the intranet and 
internal mailing lists, are part of an administrative culture based on active 
communication, as described above. Likewise, a healthy administrative culture can be 
created by complying with the recommendations made elsewhere in this report 
concerning a clear hierarchy of superiors and the centralisation of administrative work. 
It is important that the staff not consider communication as an idle activity or a waste of 
time; instead, they should see it as part of efficient operations and as one of the keys 
to improving the meaningfulness of administrative work and making the operations 
increasingly efficient. Each employee plays an important role in this development 
process. 
 
The creation of an interactive administrative culture that communicates actively is only 
a means to an end. The real objective is to prevent distrust, conflict, competition and 
overlapping activity. A further aim is to promote the dissemination and 
understandability of information and thus to create conditions which will allow the staff 












 Administrative service processes and the division of administrative duties 
 
15. 
The administration of the University must be examined as a single entity, and the 
central, faculty and departmental administration must comply with practices agreed 
by consensus. The work initiated by the Administration Office for the purpose of 
improving administrative cost-effectiveness and performance should be expanded 
to cover all administrative levels.  
The responsibility for overall administrative development and the improvement of 
the competence of all staff groups must be clearly defined at the organisational 
level and in individual units. 
 
16. 
Administrative work must be balanced among the basic tasks of the University.  
Clear objectives and measures must be established for administrative tasks, and 
good results must be rewarded. The opportunities provided by process thinking 
and technological advances must be put to good use in the administration. The 
objective must be to create consistent processes and centralised systems, but also 
to provide decentralised service by specialised professionals who perform their 
tasks correctly the first time. 
 
17. 
Each administrative procedure must be performed with sufficient care and as 
correctly as possible the first time, so that the faculties and the central 
administration do not have to verify the accuracy of completed work.  
This applies particularly to computer entries related to financial and personnel 
management. The aim is to avoid the need to do the same work more than once, 
which is a waste of resources. 
 
18. 
Administrative control levels must be streamlined.  
They do not ensure that the administration is properly monitored; instead, they 
slow down processes. Instead of implementing a comprehensive, overlapping 
system for monitoring the administration, the University could adopt a system 
based on samples. 
 
19. 
Campus-based services have a positive impact when they are properly deployed. 
 
On several occasions, the evaluation panel discussed the size of the administration at 
the University of Helsinki and the allocation of resources. Because the KOTA database 
maintained by the Ministry of Education contains almost no data related to 
administrative staff, the evaluation panel itself tried to compare the number of 







administrative staff at the University of Helsinki, the University of Tampere, the 
University of Vaasa, the Helsinki University of Technology, the Lappeenranta 
University of Technology and Lund University in Sweden. This comparison proved to 
be difficult, for the staff numbers are not consistently registered. Any comparative data 
will inevitably include irrelevant differences based on how the administrative, ancillary 
and technical support staff groups are defined. Moreover, the continuing education 
staff are included in the administrative staff group in some cases. As the evaluation 
panel was unable to make a consistent comparison, no figures will be cited in this 
report. However, the panel’s conclusion is that, taking into account the size of the 
universities in question, there is remarkably little variation in the number of 
administrative staff they employ. Thanks to its large size, the University of Helsinki has 
been able to streamline administrative processes, but its size, nationwide duties and 
location in the Finnish capital also mean that it has administrative duties that other 
Finnish universities do not have. 
 
When determining the right size for the administration of a university, the first thing to 
do is to define the level expected of the administrative services. The management 
plays an important role in this respect. The number of administrative staff is not 
essential; instead, it must be decided which tasks will be assigned to the 
administration, how these tasks are to be performed and what resources will be 
available.  
 
In previous years, the University of Helsinki strove to increase the size of its 
departments. Continuing this process is highly recommended because it saves 
administrative resources and creates manageable job descriptions for the 
administrative staff. As departments are established for administrative purposes, the 
word ‘department’ should be understood as an administrative concept, not as an 
expression of scientific identity.  
 
In the current circumstances, the department administrator (amanuensis) deals both 
with academic administration and with financial, personnel, facility-related and other 
management matters at many departments. The resulting job description would 
overwhelm even a skilled professional. Working as an academic affairs administrator is 
a strategic task which requires an entirely different type of competence and education 
than that of an expert in financial and personnel management. If a unit does not 
perform its duties with sufficient expertise and successfully the first time, the higher 
administrative levels have to spend an unreasonably large portion of their working 
hours correcting errors. The current control and correction mechanism squanders 
resources. The system is also extremely vulnerable, for under normal circumstances 
the units have no back-up staff at their disposal. 
 
If the departments are of sufficiently large size, each department and/or large discipline 
is able to employ a separate academic affairs administrator. In contrast, the financial 
and personnel management should be concentrated in large service units specific to 
each department, facility, faculty or campus. This would enable the units to distribute 
duties appropriately and to use resources efficiently.  







A single individual, even a multitalented one, must not be assigned to perform a wide 
variety of tasks, some of which are completed only once a year. This is particularly true 
now that external funding and the use of various administrative systems have 
increased. Genuine administrative competence requires concentration on specific 
activities. The staff involved in financial and personnel management should have the 
ability to reliably perform all the essential duties and processes. The service units that 
focus on financial and personnel management would then be able to ensure an 
adequate level of competence, and a system of back-up staff could easily be 
implemented. No administrative employee should be without a deputy and without a 
support network which guarantees that the employee is able to update and improve his 
or her competence. All staff involved in financial and personnel management should be 
part of a chain which links them with the organisational level immediately above them 
in the same field. Administrative tasks that require considerable specialist expertise 
(e.g., EU financing and the recognition of international degrees) should be performed 
by a single “service centre”. By increasing the size of the departments and centralising 
administrative tasks, the faculties would be free to carry out their basic mission, that is, 
assuring the quality of scientific research and teaching.  
 
At present, many administrative processes at the University are lengthy and involve 
several administrative levels. The administrative staff do not always seem to have a 
grasp of what takes place in the processes at other levels of the organisation. 
Consequently, their awareness of how much time the organisational level immediately 
above them spends correcting errors is poor, which reinforces behaviour that appears 
to be almost irresponsible. There is also room for improvement in the willingness of the 
administrative staff to develop their competence on their own initiative. Moreover, the 
administrative staff appear to be unaware of the time needed for carrying out 
processes and tasks, and they are not fully aware of the time required for performing 
public authority tasks. It would be in the best interests of the administrative staff 
themselves to occasionally examine how long it takes to perform each task by 
monitoring the use of working hours. 
 
On the whole, the administration of the University is unsuccessful at taking advantage 
of and disseminating existing good practices. Successful solutions exist for almost 
every problem, but no one seems to be responsible for overall administrative 
development. The evaluation process left the impression that many tasks are 
performed for no purpose, merely out of conscientiousness, because there is no time 
to reflect on the usefulness of these tasks. To combat this tendency, the University 
should create forums for reflection, foster community spirit and arrange joint sessions 
for the collective assessment of practices and procedures. The development of quality 
systems could also be used to address precisely this type of problem. Administrative 
processes should be discussed at joint training sessions so as to increase awareness 
of the work performed by other staff members who are involved in the same 
processes. The active rotation of duties would also go some way to resolving the 
problem. 
 







The University has too many levels of administrative control. This intricate system of 
control does not guarantee actual monitoring or professionalism; instead, the system 
merely slows down processes. Job descriptions and the distribution of duties between 
different administrative levels should be made clearer at all levels of the organisation, 
and process charts that describe the operations and aid in performing them should be 
designed. The most important aspect of analysing the different chains of administrative 
work is customer orientation. The University should examine which administrative 
tasks are associated with teaching and research and how these tasks are currently 
being carried out. The conditions for societal interaction and related requirements for 
administrative support services should also be analysed. 
 
On the other hand, administrative development requires not only good planning but 
also the persistence and willingness of the central administration to implement 
changes even though this takes time and requires detailed plans. 
 
Particular emphasis should be placed on sharing the administrative workload equally. 
For example, the staff regularly work overtime at the end of the year and the beginning 
of the next. Small units are particularly vulnerable to random disruptions, such as 
illnesses. In creating a comprehensive system of back-up staff, the University could 
use not only the departments’ joint support units but also virtual support units which 
would operate in conjunction with, for example, the faculty- and campus-based 
services. 
 
The semi-official forums and communities that currently function at the University must 
be supported. They must also be used in preparing matters and disseminating 
information. Shared interests based on the content of work unite people across faculty 
and department boundaries. One example is the practice of regular meetings held by 
groups of higher administrative officials (e.g., the deans, the heads of academic affairs, 
the personnel officers or the department administrators). Horizontal communication 
and the dissemination of good practices should be seen as administrative resources. 
 
The campus service reform was a step in the right direction for administrative 
development at the University of Helsinki. As this reform is still fairly recent, no 
definitive conclusions about its success can be drawn. The development of campus-
based services has been supported by the central administration’s ability and 
willingness to restructure itself, but delays have been caused by the inflexibility of the 
faculties and the departments. Bringing administrative services closer to the users is a 
good idea. The decentralisation of the central administration services to the campuses 
has been successful, especially in matters which cannot be resolved without direct 
personal contact. The need for personal contact is an important criterion in considering 
which services should be decentralised to the campuses and which should not. If the 
provision of service requires specialist expertise, the decentralisation of that service to 
the campuses may be a step too far. For example, because giving advice requires 
considerable competence, its decentralisation may jeopardise both this competence 
and the effectiveness of the administrative or service chain.  
 










If the University aspires to meet the highest international standards, its 
administration must acknowledge the international aspects that are already part of 
the University and must be able to provide services to its multilingual and 
multicultural community. 
 
The further development of the University of Helsinki as an international top-level 
research university and the related recruitment of foreign students and researchers 
require a significant increase in the use of English in administrative practices, 
management training and all written and online materials produced by the University. 
As a result of internationalisation, projects undertaken at the University are employing 
an increasing number of staff from abroad. These employees must also be provided 
with high-quality services. At present, there are obvious deficiencies in English-
language administration. 
 
Financial and personnel management and their supervision 
 
21. 
The directors and heads of University units need to be supported by establishing 
clear parameters that can be monitored, commented on and used for assessing 
performance. These parameters must be accessible, up-to-date and easily 
available and comparable, and everyone must be aware of them. 
 
22. 
The successful management of human resources is vital for the University. The 
University must monitor the well-being of its staff, react to the findings and 
determine clear leadership responsibilities. Crises are part of daily life at the 
University, and the University must be able to address grievances through internal 
means. The University must improve the permanent crisis management resources 
of its faculties and departments. 
 
23. 
Effective administration must not be undermined by hiring staff on the basis of criteria 
unrelated to the duties of vacant positions. 
 
Most of the University faculties and departments are not involved in budgeting or in 
financial management based on long-term planning, and nor does the University’s 
financial management provide the tools for this. Departmental projects funded 
externally are not usually included in the budget, and the departments do not calculate 







the total overheads of the projects when examining departmental income and 
expenditure. Only a few of the units visited by the evaluation panel incorporated the 
project surplus into their budgets. The budget is primarily seen as the expenditure 
estimate of the financial resources included in the Government’s operating expense 
budget. These resources are mostly used for personnel costs. The units need 
specialist expertise to monitor expenditures. Although the accounting system used in 
Finnish state administration is complex, it should not prevent the creation of an 
appropriate reporting system. The financial reporting system currently being developed 
should be completed soon, so that the management will have this basic tool at their 
disposal. 
 
The heads and directors of departments and units need to be supported by 
establishing clear parameters that can be monitored, commented on and used for 
assessing results. These parameters must be accessible, up-to-date and easily 
available and comparable, and everyone must be aware of them. The current 
parameters are used for results-based management and for monitoring, and they 
primarily reflect the instructions and monitoring needs of the Ministry of Education. The 
University must invest more heavily in the establishment of simple parameters that are 
based on the needs of the heads of the departments. The superiors must have at their 
disposal financial data that do not require processing or interpreting by the financial 
management staff. 
 
Financial management at the University focuses on the allocation of funds between 
various levels of decision-making, not on operations management per se. This is 
clearly a weakness. The widely held belief at the University that no choices can be 
made because “we can afford only the bare essentials” is mistaken. Although the 
process for allocating resources in the public sector is primarily based on its own 
history, that is, the previous year’s budget, the departments and, in particular, the 
faculties have considerably better opportunities for active decision-making than is 
generally supposed. 
 
All University units should be able to manage their entire operations, and the personnel 
policy should be part of overall budgeting. New staff should not be recruited for 
positions for which even the most vital funds cannot be allocated. However, many 
faculties and departments continue to hold on to the structure of posts that has been in 
place for years because they do not have the courage to abolish posts that have been 
vacant for a long time. The allocation of funds at the University supports this policy, for 
the budget is not a genuine means of management. The management system of the 
University cannot be said to function responsibly if budget funds do not cover the 
salaries of permanent staff and the faculties do not intervene in the departments’ 
affairs, preferring instead to pass the financial difficulties along to the lower levels of 
the organisation. When determining the objectives of the organisation and the staff and 
funds needed to achieve those objectives, the starting point should be the 
management side of the organisation. 
 






The University itself creates unexpected costs to the departments. These include the 
charges based on the use of learning centres and the tax-like charges for facility use. 
Because of the financial uncertainty faced by the units, the University should minimise 
unexpected costs and create mechanisms for the proactive planning of expenditures. 
 
Although the University allocates basic funding to the faculties for a three-year period, 
many faculties negotiate with the departments each year about the distribution of the 
funding. Excessively short budgeting periods cause unnecessary uncertainty and 
hinder long-term planning. Moreover, knowledge of the criteria used for allocating 
funds is poor or, alternatively, the allocation models are too complex. A department 
that suffers from erratic financial management may see a centre of excellence in 
research as a financial burden. 
 
The University must actively develop budgeting which covers all income and 
expenditure and in which external funding is included in the budget. In order to 
determine the actual cost, or cost price, of research services, the cost estimate must 
include not only the costs of the research work but also indirect labour costs and the 
overhead costs associated with the administrative staff, facilities and equipment. This 
means that, in determining the project costs, the salaries of project staff must be 
multiplied by a significantly higher factor than at present, so that all the costs are 
covered. Information about actual costs is important, for it reveals the percentage of 
funding provided by the University to the projects. The Act on Criteria for Charges 
Payable to the State requires that the total costs of research commissioned by an 
external party are covered. 
 
The practice of collecting the income produced by projects and other services subject 
to a fee from the units at the turn of each year is widespread at the University. This 
practice should be abolished. The fact that a unit loses the funds earned through 
projects and other activities even if its operations are, on the whole, rational kills 
entrepreneurship and opportunities for flexibility and rewards. The unit should, in fact, 
be rewarded for projects and paid services because the flexibility achieved through 




The personnel management of the University is facing major challenges which must be 
met in order to support self-direction in the units through sound leadership. Traditional 
public authority tasks are currently being performed successfully, as is generally the 
case in Finnish state administration. However, focusing on regulations and instructions 
will not provide the units and the superiors with the tools and support needed for sound 
leadership. 
 
The University of Helsinki has not carried out a comprehensive survey of its staff. 
Without information about staff well-being and job satisfaction, the organisation cannot 
be properly managed, development needs cannot be recognised and grievances 







cannot be addressed. The data currently being collected on sick days, staff turnover 
and other matters are used solely for external reporting. These data are not analysed 
or used as a tool to provide leadership.  
 
In general, no one at the University takes proper responsibility for leadership. It needs 
a higher degree of leadership and better tools for dealing with problems that have been 
identified. If the immediate superior is unable to resolve a problem, no one else seems 
to take responsibility. In addition, the faculties hold clearly contradictory opinions about 
their responsibility for tackling leadership problems at the departments, and some 
faculties have no sense of responsibility for resolving departmental problems. Defining 
clear responsibilities and approaches and improving the availability of internal crisis 
support are of crucial importance for enhancing leadership. Before seeking the 
assistance of an external service provider, it is important to assess the situation 
internally. 
 
The evaluation as a whole demonstrated that the staff of the University find it difficult to 
cope with their work and are showing signs of burnout. The University has no coherent 
system for ensuring the well-being, competence and motivation of the staff. Effective 
workplaces are created by accident when the right people happen to be recruited. This 
is not a sustainable solution.  
 
The University should begin to monitor staff well-being and the atmosphere of the 
organisation regularly once a year or once every two years. The University should also 
create a clear system for monitoring organisational atmosphere and job satisfaction 
among the staff. Other parameters used for monitoring the staff should also be 
developed and the University should react to the findings. The role of review meetings 
between superiors and employees should be reinforced; when used appropriately, 
these meetings improve the atmosphere in the units.  
 
Personnel training received positive feedback from the units. However, the staff 
themselves are responsible for taking advantage of training opportunities, and in 
practice, no one seems to be in charge of the overall improvement of staff 
competence. The system for improving staff competence should thus be reinforced, 
and in addition to offering training, the University should actively use other means of 
staff development (e.g., the rotation of duties). 
 
The administrative staff are primarily recruited by academic directors who may not be 
aware of the duties of the appointee. As a result, some employees hold posts for which 
they are not suited, and employees who perform their duties inadequately are not 
usually replaced. The administrative staff include both over- and underqualified people. 
Because motivated, capable staff are the most important resource of the University, 
there is a need for a stronger focus on recruitment and human resource planning. One 
of the University’s strategic objectives should be to ensure that it has skilled 
administrative staff. However, in an effort to economise, the departments are currently 
hiring less qualified staff even for teaching posts. The system used for motivating the 
administrative staff of the departments and faculties is particularly weak. The 






administrative staff cannot be motivated with the same incentives as the academic 
staff. 
 
The introduction of the revised salary system is an apt example of a project that was 
poorly timed to coincide with other major administrative reforms and was implemented 
too hastily. This project also indicates insufficient understanding on the part of the 
Government of the fundamental nature of the universities. Because of inadequate 
communications and instructions concerning the new salary system, the 
implementation of this reform has not been up to standard. The reform should have 
been preceded by proactive measures at the University. In reality, there was little time 
for administrative implementation and for discussion regarding the criteria to be 
applied, not to mention for reforming the organisational culture. Partly as a result of 
inadequate preparation, many misunderstandings have arisen in the debate on the 
revised salary system, and academic freedom has in some cases been confused with 
irresponsibility. The evaluation panel believes that when used appropriately and 
implemented carefully, the new salary system is both necessary and beneficial. It does 
not jeopardise academic freedom, nor does academic freedom mean that no superiors 
are needed at the University.  
 
With regard to computerised personnel systems, the dialogue between the Finance 
Department and Personnel Services should be improved, especially at the 
implementation level. Campus-based services have streamlined the service processes 
in which personal contact plays a role in reaching high standards. However, this 
synergy is not evident in all sections of the University’s personnel management.  
 
The departments must deal with the unnecessary administrative workload caused by 
the circulation of all appointment documents to the departmental steering group. This 
practice should be promptly revised. 
 
The successful management of human resources is vital for the University. At present, 
such success is random. High-quality teaching and research have better chances of 
becoming truly first-rate if the basic processes are essentially sound and the 
operations are purposefully steered.  
 
Research administration and research services 
 
24. 
The University must increase its efforts to guide and coordinate research at the 
University, so that external funding can be used to support the dynamism and 
objectives of the University. Competence related to the supervision and financial 
management of research projects must be improved and systems that support this 
competence must be developed. High-quality research management requires a 
creative, professional approach. 
 
 








External projects must fund the actual costs of the required administrative work 
and the facilities and equipment used in these projects.  
At present, the University subsidises almost all project-based research, but does 
not know the extent of its own subsidies. Transparent and consistent monitoring of 
the actual costs of various operations requires changes in cost accounting. 
 
26. 
A new perspective on the use of the University’s knowledge capital is emphasised 
in societal interaction undertaken by the University.  
Being part of the societal innovation system requires the development of 
instruments for measuring not only scientific activity but also other forms of societal 
interaction, as well as for building and using the knowledge capital. 
 
The administration of external project funding and the effectiveness of related 
processes are important strategic growth areas for the University. However, the 
University has inadequate instruments for administering projects and only random 
competence in project management. Investing in these areas is vital for the future of 
the University. The University must increase its efforts to guide and coordinate 
research at the University, so that external funding can be used to support the 
dynamism and objectives of the University.  
 
Until now, external funding (mainly for research) has not enjoyed the status it deserves 
in the administration or management of the University. It is characteristic of the 
administration and the management that they have no knowledge of the number of 
external projects, the basic resources (administrative services, facilities and 
equipment) used in externally funded research or the funds provided by externally 
commissioned projects each year. The existence of these projects is noted and their 
progress is monitored, but they are not managed or given objectives. Research is 
conducted primarily under fixed-term employment contracts, and the main catalyst for 
research seems to be the achievement of further qualifications by those involved.  
 
Externally funded research involves a great deal of bureaucracy. For example, 
instructions issued by the University require that approvals and signatures for 
documents must be obtained from an unnecessarily high organisational level, and 
each project must have a separate bank account. The financial management and 
accounting of research projects must be made less complex (e.g., research centres led 
by several project supervisors should be able to have a collective economy in which 
separate accounting reports could be used to establish the status of each project). 
Overseeing and controlling accounting items are regularly recurring tasks that keep the 
administration busy. However, the administration has no knowledge of the overall 
resources that are available.  
 
Research projects need to be managed professionally at the University. At present, the 
University research policy mainly describes the status quo, and strategic activities are 






rarely undertaken. The problem is that the University has too few staff members 
capable of launching or managing a major research project (across departmental and 
faculty boundaries) and of supervising the research staff. Competence in managing 
research projects must be purposefully improved. In the case of projects that are 
somewhat more extensive than usual and involve several partners, the appointment of 
separate management for the research work and the administrative work should be 
considered as an option.  
 
The departments should have competence in project management and project portfolio 
management. At present, external funding has a disproportionate influence on 
operations, and the departments rarely refuse to participate in underpriced projects. As 
a result, the Government supports projects directly with budget resources, and 
commissioners of research are only too happy to take advantage of the University’s 
interest in producing doctoral dissertations. The University has approved sensible 
instructions on research administration, but the staff are either not familiar with them or 
do not follow them. The financial and other project-related competence of researchers 
should be improved through personnel training. Although training opportunities are 
currently provided, they are not sufficiently used. 
 
The support services being offered for research received praise in the interviews. 
However, the University needs to offer more such services, also for research not 
funded by the EU. Project management tools should be further developed, and their 
adoption should be promoted. In addition, the use, acquisition and maintenance of 
research-related facilities and equipment should be made more efficient. Among other 
things, the joint use of facilities and equipment should be increased, and the University 
should take advantage of external resources and cooperate with research institutes, 
other universities and other organisations located on the campuses. The central 
administration should support the faculties and departments in project management, 
the management of the customer environment, project planning, the establishment of 
contracts, financial monitoring and risk management. In order to also launch small-
scale operations, the University needs to establish easy-to-use operations models and 
invoicing models and to create campus-based services that are independent of 
departmental resources. Good practices generated within the University must be 
identified and used as models. For example, independent institutes involved in many 
projects have developed operational innovations that can be adopted by departments.  
 
Another important area of research administration is the overhead policies of various 
providers of funds. At present, the overheads of several major funders do not cover all 
the administrative costs. These costs are not assessed or included in the project 
tender, nor are they invoiced. The University of Helsinki and all Finnish universities 
should follow a firm, consistent overhead policy towards external parties. The very 
concept of overhead costs is problematic. It does not refer to a surplus or balance, but 
rather to the covering of actual expenditures for facilities, equipment and support 
services or to compensation for the intellectual capital with which the University 
supports research. Information must be readily available internally about the overhead 







costs (accounting costs and the costs associated with secretarial, facility and IT 
services, etc.) related to all externally funded operations at the University. 
 
The current salary system of the University does not support entrepreneurship or the 
willingness to organise work as projects, both of which are essential features of 
research work. In addition to adopting a revised salary system, the University must 
direct its efforts towards the development of performance-related pay. This is now 
possible because of the increase in project work at the University. Intangible rewards 
must also be used where possible.  
 
Certain disciplines and, in particular, small departments employ many grant-funded 
researchers who work relatively independently. Some topics may require such solitary 
research work, but all researchers should be encouraged to network and establish 
research groups. Despite the strong principle of research-based teaching, the 
differences between teaching and research should be recognised more fully in 
management. However, cooperation between teaching and research should also be 
promoted so as to ensure that researchers also teach and the latest research 
knowledge is used in teaching. 
 
Facility resources, equipment and the acquisition of equipment 
 
27. 
The University must inject some dynamism into the use of facility resources, and 
charges for the use of facilities must be made more transparent.  
The facility services must produce user-oriented information about the way 
facilities can be used as part of overall resources for managing and rationalising 
operations. The opportunities provided by the service contracts associated with 
facilities must be used for making truly interactive choices when services are 
defined and their production method is chosen. 
 
Facility management at the University of Helsinki differs clearly from management in 
other administrative areas. Facility management is run by a largely independent 
administrative organisation which is responsible for facility matters from start to finish. 
This arrangement has made facility management more efficient, and the University has 
become one of the pioneers in the field of facility management both in Finland and 
abroad. The University of Helsinki is among the biggest users of facilities in Finland 
and most of the facilities at its disposal are of high quality and suitable for the activities. 
The University uses a total of about 600,000 m2 of facilities. 
 
The facility costs (including services) of the University of Helsinki totalled EUR 76 
million in 2004. This constitutes 16 per cent of the University’s annual operating 
expenditure and corresponds to the average at Finnish and Swedish universities. The 
percentage share of the operating expenditure varies according to the location of the 
university, facility needs based on the operations, funding sources and the efficiency of 
facility services. 







All Finnish universities have recently created facility strategies. Facility management at 
the University of Helsinki differs in many respects from the practices of other 
universities. For example, the University of Helsinki has a triple net lease arrangement 
with Senate Properties, and the University itself provides the necessary property and 
facility services and repairs the facilities. In addition, many facilities used by the 
University of Helsinki are owned by the University itself or by its foundations or trusts.  
 
The main investor in University premises is Senate Properties. According to a report 
commissioned by the Ministry of Education and a report submitted by a working group 
on leasing, the rate of return on most of the new buildings used by the University is 6 
per cent (previously 7 per cent). This figure covers both the triple net lease and 
maintenance charges (the latter correspond to the maintenance charges paid by the 
shareholders of a housing company). Because Senate Properties also commits to 
renovating the properties (each building is restored to its original condition no earlier 
than 20 years after its completion), other investors are not as competitive from the 
University’s perspective. As a result, other investors play only a minor role in the 
construction of facilities for the University. The University’s triple net lease arrangement 
is handled by Senate Properties in a centralised fashion. The Technical Department of 
the University of Helsinki allocates the facility costs to users and sends invoices three 
times a year.  
 
The central problem related to facilities and facility services at the University has been 
the transition from a system based on the free use of facilities to a system in which 
units are charged for using facilities. The adoption of the new system of cost 
accounting and facility charges has not been painless at the University. Dissatisfaction 
with the criteria used to calculate the charges is wide-spread and stems from the fact 
that when the system was introduced the criteria were based on the circumstances a 
few years earlier. The departments which had operated in small facilities were 
particularly affected, whereas the departments which had been located in spacious 
facilities triumphed. Some of the problems can be described as readjustment 
difficulties during the transition period, but some are associated with a lack of 
transparency in the structure of facility costs and in the charges levied on facility users.  
 
From the perspective of the units, facility management is characterised by its 
resemblance to taxation, its unpredictability and the late availability of information 
about costs. Most of the faculties and departments do not have a clear idea of how the 
costs are calculated. The system of charging rent based on the number of square 
metres seems expensive because the rent includes not only the normal rent (a triple 
net lease and heating) but also the costs of cleaning, technical maintenance and waste 
management, etc. Facility users currently have doubts about the fairness and 
allocation of the rent. In order to ensure that the users get the correct information, the 
criteria applied in determining the rent and other calculations must be presented in 
accessible language, not in jargon. 
 







In reality, any rise in facility costs that is reflected in rent can be attributed primarily to 
the increase in the number of facilities and to repairs. The charges resulting from 
maintenance and the triple net lease have not increased significantly during the current 
period of low inflation. The rise in energy prices has been compensated by savings 
measures, while the increase in facility service costs has been offset by improved 
productivity. 
 
The University of Helsinki produces most of the facility services (building services, real 
estate management, cleaning, lighting and security) and a broad range of additional 
facility management services (porters and the telephone exchange) under its own 
management and using its own staff. The people who use the facilities rate the quality 
of cleaning as good. However, the evaluation panel debated the current practice of 
using mostly University staff in cleaning work. According to the Technical Department, 
the quality and costs of cleaning are continuously monitored. Comparative data are 
obtained when services are commissioned from external parties. The key reasons for 
using the University’s own cleaning staff are the sustainability of the work in the long 
term, the permanence and professional competence of the staff, and their knowledge 
of the work environment. The evaluation panel believes that it would not be sensible to 
decentralise the supervision of cleaning work to the faculties and departments. 
However, the option of outsourcing should be continuously discussed, although it is not 
an objective in itself. The large volume of cleaning work has made it possible to 
perform the work efficiently, but customers can require similarly high-quality services 
from external service providers for precisely the same reason. 
 
The most important tool in facility management is the Optimaze software, which is 
used for keeping a room-specific record of all University facilities, the size of each 
facility in square metres, the rent per square metre and the user 
(faculty/department/other unit). Optimaze has been used at the University for about a 
year. This software can easily calculate facility costs based on University decisions. 
Another important tool in facility management is the software used for booking lecture 
rooms and practice facilities. This software bills the departments for bookings and the 
use of facilities. The departmental staff interviewed by the evaluation panel praised the 
technical functioning of this software. 
 
The new system used in charging the units for facility costs has steered the units 
towards the irrational use of teaching facilities in some cases. The foundation of this 
system is sound, and the calculation of costs based on specific criteria (using facilities 
on Monday mornings and Friday afternoons costs less) is a successful solution. 
However, although the criteria for calculating facility costs should steer the units 
towards using suitable facilities, this is not the case at present: certain lecture rooms 
are not used because of the high charges, and teaching is given in inappropriate 
facilities. It is unclear who bears responsibility. Used correctly, the system can reduce 
teachers’ and students’ need to move from one lecture room to another for different 
lectures.  
 






Despite these improvements, facilities can be used much more intensively, and the 
opportunities and options provided by the current system can be used more fully. In 
future, the development of information and telecommunications technologies will create 
new ways of intensifying the use of facilities. The University can support the 
development of wireless services and promote telework and other forms of distributed 
work.  
  
Facility users feel that the lack of opportunities to have a say in facility-related matters 
is a particular problem. The University established a committee on facility- and 
building-related matters in 2002. This committee is important, but because it was not 
established primarily to represent the users, it alone is not sufficient to provide the user 
perspective. The facility services on the City Centre Campus are obviously erratic and 
in clear contrast to the circumstances on the Meilahti, Viikki and Kumpula campuses, 
where the facility services function smoothly.  
 
The new facility strategy of the University provides a sound basis for further developing 
facilities as an important resource. This strategy lists a number of areas to be 
developed which were also discussed during the site visits made by the evaluation 
panel. However, as the facility strategy focuses on the perspectives of the University 
and its Technical Department, the user perspective is not adequately represented. The 
primary areas in need of development include: 
 
? The role of facilities and equipment as a competitive factor must be highlighted in 
the provision of services and in other activities. The University must inject some 
dynamism into the use of facility resources. Facility services must produce more 
information and examples of how the facilities can be used for managing and 
rationalising operations, as a significant part of overall resources. 
 
? Facility charges should be made more transparent. The reasons for using the 
University’s own staff to provide facility services must be continuously reviewed. 
The criteria used to calculate the facility charges and any changes in them 
(indexed comparison) must be clearly presented. 
 
? The calculation of facility charges based on specific criteria must be amended so 
that the University can steer facility use and increase transparency. It is worth 
asking whether the charges are based on real needs (e.g., cleaning) and costs 
related to different types of facilities (storage rooms, hallways, cafeterias and staff 
rooms). The University must steer the units towards improving the utilisation rate of 
lecture rooms and similar facilities. 
 
? The service contracts associated with the facilities must be truly interactive and 
based on user needs. Facility users must be involved in setting standards for 
facility services and defining the way the services are provided. This means that 
the level of service and its eventual tendering are decided for each facility together 
with the users, not by the Technical Department alone.  
 







In addition to paying more attention to facility management, the University should take 
account of the way its equipment resources are managed. At present, the acquisition 
and use of research equipment is uneconomical to some extent. The equipment should 
be managed more consistently and in a centralised manner: the University should 
ensure that its equipment register is up-to-date. It should examine servicing and 
maintenance costs and create a system for the joint use and servicing of equipment.  
 
Although the local optimisation of acquisitions is likely to produce good results for a 
given unit, it wastes overall resources. The evaluation panel supports the idea of 
establishing a single acquisitions pool for the University and other parties which 
operate on the campuses. The Kumpula Campus would be a suitable venue for a pilot 
experiment. 
 
Furthermore, the University must examine the possibility of making operations more 
efficient (price/quality ratio) by increasing the use of subcontractors selected on the 
basis of a tendering procedure. Comparative calculations must stand up to external 
criticism. The University must continuously monitor the cost of its own services and 
outsourced services. Any outsourcing arrangements should be made without haste, 
and structural changes (such as the retirement of the University’s own staff) should be 
taken into account. It is important to hone the skills needed to monitor the quality of 
outsourced services at the contractual and implementation stages. With regard to the 
services required for pursuing the University’s core tasks, all tasks except those that 
require internal specialist expertise can, in principle, be outsourced. 
 







4 Development of the research university 
Research universities must contend with the special difficulties associated with the 
different organisational principles that apply to research and teaching. Research is 
conducted in the sphere of unrestricted scientific competition primarily characterised by 
international cooperation, constantly changing participants and organisational 
methods, and rapid decision-making. In contrast, teaching takes place in educational 
institutions built on permanent, local structures and regulations. Research is steered by 
personal and group interests, whereas teaching is steered by discipline-specific 
interests. Both research and teaching are characterised by their confined scope and 
lack of concern for the wider operating conditions of the university, such as its strategic 
plan, management or administration. Finnish universities, with their faculties, 
departments and degree programmes, are clearly organised as teaching institutions. 
 
At a traditional university, teachers are individualists whose primary concern is 
research. The scientific community also rewards them for research. Teaching has thus 
come to be seen as a necessary evil and administration as an avoidable evil. This 
perspective is emphasised in the interpretative disciplines. In contrast, the natural 
sciences recognise the wider significance of universities. After all, research cannot be 
properly conducted in the natural sciences without the resources offered by a 
university, and these resources, in turn, require administrative decisions. 
 
The structural dilemma outlined above can be partly overcome by reinterpreting the 
mission of the universities. The distinctiveness of a modern research university does 
not lie in research at the expense of teaching, but rather in the link between research 
and teaching, with each supporting the other. Teaching provides research with an 
active, inexpensive resource (postgraduate and undergraduate students), while 
research provides teaching with an invaluable approach to, and grasp of, current and 
relevant scientific issues. The successful establishment of this link between research 
and teaching requires strong cooperation within the units: they must determine the 
areas in which they are able to establish the link between research and teaching, they 
must create a critical mass through the implementation of a consistent personnel policy 
and they must recruit the right students. Through these measures, the University of 
Helsinki can become an internationally attractive research university and reinforce its 
role in the wider innovation system. 
 
This development cannot take place without a strategic plan, management and 
administration. In order to become a successful research university, the University 
must ensure that each staff member is keen to take part in strategic discussion, that 
the staff members form a community in which they are optimally linked with each other, 
and that the staff aspire to become directors because the directors are best placed to 
implement their ideas. Administration should be seen as an essential component, not 
as the enemy. Such structures already exist at the University of Helsinki! 








5 Summary of the evaluation panel’s recommendations 
 
Strategy, or, in other words, difficult choices 
 
1.  The strategy of the University should prioritise the objectives of change and 
key factors leading to success. The implementation of the strategy must be 
closely monitored. If strategic planning cannot produce a programme which is 
financially feasible and leads to concrete results, the strategy’s desired effect 
will not be achieved. 
 
2. The University should be able to change focus areas in operations and 
financing through internal means. Even though the extensive scope of teaching 
and the scarcity of funding from the national budget restrict the use of core 
funding, the reform of the University must not be solely based on external 
project funding.  
 
 
3. The University makes great efforts to ensure that all its basic duties are 
attended to. As the emphasis is on research, the University must define the 
minimum resources with which an acceptable standard of teaching can be 
maintained. If there are cutbacks in funding, this must not lead to lowered 
standards in teaching; instead, the University must be prepared to narrow 
down its areas of responsibility.    
 
4. The improvement of the internal performance of an organisation must be 
included in the strategy. Goal-oriented steering of the internal performance of 
administration supports the implementation and cost-effectiveness of the 





5. The development of operations management and administration at the 
University is a long process requiring great effort. Investments in it will pay for 
themselves in savings and in the well-being of the personnel. In the 
development of administration, the University should be determined to take 
advantage of the generational change that will accompany the retirement of 
large numbers of staff in the near future. 
 
6. The University must guarantee adequate time for research and teaching. A 
special duty of the Administration Office is to act as a filter protecting and 
supporting the implementation of the University’s core duties in the units. 






Action programmes must always clearly specify who bears responsibility for 
the implementation of the relevant actions and for the reporting of results. 
 
7. The volume, expenses and timing of the development work must be under 
control. The development measures must support the core functions, namely 
research, teaching and societal interaction. The need for resources of those 
development measures that exploit expertise in teaching and research must be 
predefined and approved at a sufficiently high level. The expenses of at least 
one development project should be calculated, by way of a pilot study, for the 
whole process and at all organisational levels.  
 
8. The University must increasingly learn to rely on external administrative 
expertise at all levels. Administrative processes must be improved for the 
purposes of outsourcing, purchasing/acquisitions and competitive tendering.  
 
9. Administrative IT applications must be ordered competently and designed to 
be user-friendly, and their applicability must be tested in an authentic 
environment before their introduction. These systems must produce essential 
information for the management of core processes, so that the units will not 
need, for example, unit-specific bookkeeping in order to obtain information on 
their finances or personnel.   
 
 
Improving the preconditions of leadership at all levels of the University  
 
10. As an organisation, the University must acknowledge the fact that it cannot 
manage research, teaching and administration with the present system of 
academic leadership. The processes of managing academic activities, 
research projects and administration all differ from each other and require 
various different kinds of expertise.  
 
11. The preconditions of professional leadership must be enhanced by extending 
the length of terms of office, reviewing the salaries of directors, establishing 
systematic leadership training and by improving management resources. An 
objective for the standard of leadership must be established. The present 
recruitment system does not meet the demands of modern leadership and the 
challenges presented by the structural development of the University.    
 
12. Administrative duties must be performed in units that have adequate expertise 
for completing the duties in question. The administration must have its own 
internal management system that guarantees the availability of expertise, 
further training, and back-up personnel.  
  
13. The allocation of funding between units must take place faster and with a 
longer range. The units should not compete by accumulating budget deficits 







and by allowing vacancies to remain unfilled; they should live in the real world 
and build up their teaching and other activities accordingly.  
 
 
An appropriate administrative system 
Administrative culture 
14. The University must apply itself to further developing its administrative culture. 
The service function and attitude of the administration must be reflected more 
strongly at all administrative levels in both outlook and actions, as well as in 
the way the actions are communicated. The term central administration could 
be replaced with, for example, university administration (yliopistonhallinto) or 
joint administration (yhteishallinto). 
Administrative service processes and the division of administrative duties 
15. The administration of the University must be examined as a single entity, and 
the central, faculty and departmental administration must comply with practices 
agreed by consensus. The work initiated by the Administration Office for the 
purpose of improving administrative cost-effectiveness and performance 
should be expanded to cover all administrative levels. The responsibility for 
overall administrative development and the improvement of the competence of 
all staff groups must be clearly defined at the organisational level and in 
individual units. 
 
16. Administrative work must be balanced among the basic tasks of the University. 
Clear objectives and measures must be established for administrative tasks, 
and good results must be rewarded. The opportunities provided by process 
thinking and technological advances must be put to good use in the 
administration. The objective must be to create consistent processes and 
centralised systems, but also to provide decentralised service by specialised 
professionals who perform their tasks correctly the first time. 
 
17. Each administrative procedure must be performed with sufficient care and as 
correctly as possible the first time, so that the faculties and the central 
administration do not have to verify the accuracy of completed work. This 
applies particularly to computer entries related to financial and personnel 
management. The aim is to avoid the need to do the same work more than 
once, which is a waste of resources. 
 
18. Administrative control levels must be streamlined. They do not ensure that the 
administration is properly monitored; instead, they slow down processes. 
Instead of implementing a comprehensive, overlapping system for monitoring 
the administration, the University could adopt a system based on samples. 
 






19. Campus-based services have a positive impact when they are properly 
deployed. 
Administrative areas that require further development 
20. If the University aspires to meet the highest international standards, its 
administration must acknowledge the international aspects that are already 
part of the University and must be able to provide services to its multilingual 
and multicultural community. 
 
21. The directors and heads of University units need to be supported by 
establishing clear parameters that can be monitored, commented on and used 
for assessing performance. These parameters must be accessible, up-to-date 
and easily available and comparable, and everyone must be aware of them. 
 
22. The successful management of human resources is vital for the University. 
The University must monitor the well-being of its staff, react to the findings and 
determine clear leadership responsibilities. Crises are part of daily life at the 
University, and the University must be able to address grievances through 
internal means. The University must improve the permanent crisis 
management resources of its faculties and departments. 
 
23. Effective administration must not be undermined by hiring staff on the basis of 
criteria unrelated to the duties of vacant positions. 
 
24. The University must increase its efforts to guide and coordinate research at the 
University, so that external funding can be used to support the dynamism and 
objectives of the University. Competence related to the supervision and 
financial management of research projects must be improved and systems that 
support this competence must be developed. High-quality research 
management requires a creative, professional approach. 
 
25. External projects must fund the actual costs of the required administrative work 
and the facilities and equipment used in these projects. At present, the 
University subsidises almost all project-based research, but does not know the 
extent of its own subsidies. Transparent and consistent monitoring of the 
actual costs of various operations requires changes in cost accounting. 
 
26. A new perspective on the use of the University’s knowledge capital is 
emphasised in societal interaction undertaken by the University. Being part of 
the societal innovation system requires the development of instruments for 
measuring not only scientific activity but also other forms of societal 
interaction, as well as for building and using the knowledge capital. 
 
27. The University must inject some dynamism into the use of facility resources, 
and charges for the use of facilities must be made more transparent. The 
facility services must produce user-oriented information about the way facilities 







can be used as part of overall resources for managing and rationalising 
operations. The opportunities provided by the service contracts associated 
with facilities must be used for making truly interactive choices when services 
are defined and their production method is chosen. 







The administration of the University can be streamlined: 
If personal accountability is increased. 
If individual decision-making is accepted and collectives are not used for 
operational decisions. 
If administration is centralised. 
If the levels of decision-making and control are streamlined. 
If the initial attitude is trust. 
If the units adhere to consistent operating principles. 
If processes are defined and tasks are performed with sufficient care the first time. 
If the competence of the administrative staff corresponds to the requirements of 
their work. 
If approval procedures (e.g., internal application processes for small grants) are 
simplified. 
If statements requested from the University are prepared in a centralised fashion or 
draft statements are drawn up and submitted to the units for comments. 
If decisions cover long periods. 
If experts are relied upon. 
If tasks can be eliminated that do not support the University’s core tasks in 
proportion to the weight given to them. 
 
 
IN ADDITION, BECAUSE THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI IS PART OF 
FINNISH STATE ADMINISTRATION AND THUS HAS TO COMPLY WITH CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS 
RELATED TO THAT POSITION, THE EVALUATION PANEL ALSO MAKES RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
THE GOVERNMENT.  
 
IN GENERAL, THE GOVERNMENT REGARDS THE UNIVERSITY AS ONE OF ITS AGENCIES AND 




The Government should: 
1. Ensure that it does not require universities to admit a larger number of 
students, implement a broader curriculum or provide more extensive 
administrative services than those covered by the University’s operating 
expense budget. All University staff groups are currently working close to the 
limits of their capability, and any new development tasks will pose a serious 
risk to the performance of the organisation and the ability of the staff to cope 
with their work. 
 
2. Prevent the underpricing of research projects and thus stop the 
diversion of basic resources intended for teaching to external projects. 
At present, the operating policy concerning research projects seems to be 
primarily steered by the Academy of Finland practice, whereby the project 







overhead share covers only a small part of actual costs. This practice amounts 
to a transfer of costs within Government funding. All parties should agree to 
the incorporation of actual overhead costs in total project costs in order to 
promote cost-awareness related to external funding in state administration.  
 
3. Implement a realistic number of development projects and aim for their 
controlled scheduling. Various ministries have issued instructions that 
require the universities to draw up strategies and action programmes. These 
are often ill-timed from the perspective of the University’s own operations 
management process and make it difficult for the University to carry out its 
basic tasks. The Government should establish new development projects with 
caution and only after allocating adequate resources. The University should be 
given time to complete ongoing projects and carry out its basic tasks.  
 
4. Reform the financial and personnel management required by the 
Government, so that they support the University’s drive towards independent 
and responsible financial management and the recruitment of high-calibre 
international staff.  
- The accounting system should be promptly revised so that it 
can be applied to project work, which is currently the prevalent 
form of operations, and so that using this system does not take 
an unreasonable amount of time at various administrative 
levels. 
- The appointment of professors remains an overly complicated 
process, and all the verification procedures involved in it cannot 
guarantee a satisfactory result for the University. THE 
PROFESSORIAL APPOINTMENT PROCESS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 
HELSINKI AND AT LUND UNIVERSITY, SWEDEN, IS COMPARED BY 
TARMO HAAVISTO IN APPENDIX 2. 
 
OTHER ACTS, DECREES AND GOVERNMENT GUIDANCE MEASURES THAT AFFECT THE 
OPERATIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY ARE PRESENTED BY EILA REKILÄ IN APPENDIX 3. 






APPENDIX  1: Observations from the self-assessment reports and 
interviews  
 
This appendix contains a sample of observations about the special characteristics of 
the administration of the University of Helsinki, taken from the self-assessment reports 
and in the interviews conducted during the panel’s site visits. The observations are 
based on the staff’s own experiences and are mainly critical in nature. In this appendix, 
the evaluation panel wishes to provide a forum the staff’s experiences and their 
suggestions for improvement.  
 
Strategy and operations management  
 
? The Strategic Plan of the University of Helsinki is not very well known, and 
even if it were, the faculties and departments consider it to be too wide in 
scope to steer decision-making. It is generally felt that there are too many 
programmes bearing the title strategy.  
? Above all, faculty strategies are regarded as instruments used in the 
acquisition of resources for departments and their disciplines. It is important 
to include the ”icons” of the discipline in the strategy in order to avoid 
cutbacks in resources. All in all, strategies play a minor role in reforming the 
University.   
? The faculties and departments experience the strategic steering by the 
higher echelons of the University and the significance of the decisions taken 
by University Senate as distant; the units determine their own operations 
from their own points of view.  
? The University’s ”domestic policy” is largely synonymous with a struggle for 
resources between the faculties and departments, whose aim is to defend 
their resources for teaching. Unfilled vacancies and budget deficits are used 
as weapons in this struggle. The status-quo is a natural compromise 
settlement in the struggle for turf between departments.  
? Despite efforts to improve operations management at the University, the 
process is still considered to be too unwieldy.   
 
Development projects and reform processes  
 
? In recent years, a number of praiseworthy reforms have been implemented 
at the University. The University’s organisation has been improved by 
reorganising the faculty and campus structures as well as the structure of the 
central administration. Strategy processes have also been improved and 
guidelines for financial administration have been reviewed.  The operation of 
the University Senate has become more efficient with its renewed 
composition.  
? The faculties and departments feel that they are serving the central 
administration. The “headquarters” with its surveys and projects puts a strain 







on the units, who find it difficult to control the use of their time and to attend 
to their basic duties because of the work flow coming in from the outside.   
? There are too many meetings, working groups and reform processes at the 
University. There are wide-spread misgivings about the significance of the 
service agreement process.  
? Centrally planned and steered reform processes are conceived as poorly 
coordinated and their demands as too heavy on the units, who also feel that 
they do not receive enough information on the results of the processes. 
Particular criticism was directed against the timing of the evaluation of both 
research and administration and the introduction of the new salary system 
for the same spring.  
? Financial incentives are hardly ever used for the attainment of desired 
results.  
? The University has numerous fixed-term projects. The financing of these 
projects requires a lot of work from both the applicants and the decision-
makers, and very often the projects lead only to temporary changes. 
Integrating these projects with normal operations proves difficult when 
resources are not increasing and the units do not have any possibilities to 
change their regular duties.  
? An overall examination of operations and of their improvement gives the 
impression that the University is afraid of external expertise and outsourcing. 
The University is self-contained and any development work is primarily done 




? Leadership is said to be an important duty, but not enough time is granted 
for management work and very little reward is given for it. It is difficult to 
recruit directors, and in the faculties and departments it is widely considered 
that becoming an academic director entails personal sacrifice.  
? Management terms are too short for learning management skills and the 
procedures of public administration. The success of leadership and 
administration depends on the individual qualities of the director – the 
system does not produce success.  
? The relationship between the employee and the superior is not always clear 
at the University, as the person regarded as the superior may not 
necessarily be the official superior.  
 
Appropriate organisation of administration 
 
? Despite the fact that the Administration Office has devised a policy 
programme for 2004–2006, the academic community feels that the 
distribution of responsibilities between the units in the Office is not always 
clear.  The principles documented in the policy should be discussed and 
elaborated to involve the whole University administration. 






? The central administration, faculties and departments are all quite 
uninformed of each other’s operations. Presently, instructions issued by the 
central administration are regarded as distant to the units’ everyday life, and 
they are also seen as contradictory. The enhancement of cooperation is 
hampered by unawareness of who should take the initiative.  
? Chains of operation are usually too long, which leads to poor administrative 
efficiency. Work has been distributed either among too many or too few 
employees. 
? The present method of administration does not support the dynamic 
development of the University and the units’ success in the competitive 
external market. The administration does not have adequate competence in 
project finances, project management and societal interaction.  
? Certain centralised services, such as the management of EU projects, 
receive a great deal of praise. There is a need for similar services, for 
example, in the evaluation of degrees completed abroad by international 
students and in the arrangement of residence and work permits.  
? The central administration has many good ideas and initiatives for the 
development of the University, but seems to lack the perseverance to finish 
projects.  
? The reform of the campus structure was a step in the right direction. 
? The decentralisation of administrative services to the campuses has been 
successful, especially in matters which require direct personal contact. While 
on the Viikki Campus the decentralisation of administrative services has 
been the most successful, its success on the City Centre Campus and in 
personnel services is questionable.   
? The development of campus services has, on the one hand, been furthered 
by the central administration’s willingness and ability to reform, but, on the 
other hand, it has been hampered by the faculties’ and departments’ 
unwillingness to meet halfway in the process.  
? There is some fear that the campus services are turning into another level of 
administration. Campuses with several faculties (City Centre and Viikki) are 
in a different position in the development of their campus services than 
campuses with only one faculty (Kumpula and Meilahti). 
? Those units with the most regular contacts outside the University seem to 
have the best-run administrations.  
 
Administrative culture  
 
? As far as especially financial management and personnel services are 
concerned, the operations of the Administration Office are seen as control-
oriented, and as making no effort to help individuals to cope better with their 
work.   
? Resistance towards even well-grounded administrative projects is 
surprisingly strong in the faculties and departments. There is mistrust 
towards the central administration, even though the faculties and 
departments are not familiar with its work.  







? Some departments have been reorganised in order to increase the size of 
departments in general. Nevertheless, some old structures and 
administrative procedures continue to live on within the new organisation.  
? On the whole, there is a highly critical atmosphere in the units of the 
University. Still, it seems that the units are content with the drawbacks and 




? The development of information technology systems for the central 
administration is plagued by complexity. The systems used jointly with the 
government and the systems developed by the University are both user-
hostile. The implementation and development of IT systems has 
encountered great problems.  
? The administration has numerous good practices, but very few mechanisms 
to propagate them. 
? There are obvious shortcomings in administrative services provided in the 
English language.  
? Administrative functions have been decentralised to such an extent that the 
administrative personnel in the units can no longer cope with their duties. 
This has resulted in a great need for consultation, correction of mistakes, 
delay and wasted resources. It is obvious that high-quality administration 
requires units of an adequate size.  
? The administrative personnel in the units do not always have the support of 
leadership that is well versed in administration. In many cases, the staff is 
not educated in the field of financial or personnel administration. There is 
often no backup staff at all.  
? The University units have most trouble with financial, personnel and project 
management; other areas of administration received less criticism.  
? The government’s demands concerning bookkeeping and filling of posts, 
plus the demands of governmental funding organisations concerning project 




? Generally, university units do not devise comprehensive budgets. Appropriate 
tools for the follow-up of budget implementation have not been created.  
? The internal distribution of funding in the faculties and departments is often 




? The University recognises the importance of its personnel, but, even so, 
there are signs of problematic personal relationships and risk of burnout. The 
University does not systematically monitor the work-related well-being of its 
personnel.  






? Unnecessary administrative workloads are caused by the circulation of 
appointment documents to the departmental steering groups.  
? The filling of professorships is an unreasonably long and complex process, 
one reason for this being the relevant legislation.  
 
Research and project management 
 
? Research administration has not received its share of administrative 
resources. Research administration is now done on an ad hoc basis, on top 
of other duties. Differences in competence vary greatly.  
? The most dynamic force for change at the University is external funding. Its 
significance varies greatly between fields. Net income is generally low. 
Projects that are primarily based on external funding are not able to cover 
their actual expenses, which means that they receive funding from the 




? The premises of the University have grown between 2001 and 2005 by a 
total of 40 000 square metres (9%). During the same time, facilities 
expenses have grown by 21%, which is mainly due to the 53% increase in 
the triple net rent collected by Senate Properties. This increase in rent was, 
however, compensated for by an equivalent increase in allocations. The 
increase was actually a positive arrangement for the University of Helsinki, 
for the lessor now has a more extensive obligation to renovate the premises 
than before. The increase in rent is thus accounted for by renovations of the 
premises. Typically, the triple net rent, determined on the basis of building 
investments, is higher for new premises than for old premises, which have 
lower capital value. Renovation investments increase the capital value and 
thus raise the triple net rent.  
? If facilities expenses grow in the future, it will mainly be because of an 
increase in the number of premises and renovations.  
? The University’s premises are, for the most part, of a high quality. As far as 
facility management is concerned, the different campuses are in an unequal 
position. The City Centre Campus has the poorest facility services.   
? Facility management and facility services call for a more customer-oriented 
approach.  







APPENDIX 2: A comparison of the professorial appointment 
process at the University of Helsinki and at Lund University, 
Sweden 
This appendix presents a comparison in the form of a flow chart of the 
professorial appointment processes at the University of Helsinki and at Lund 
University in Sweden. The flow charts depict the decisions governing 
appointments. In reality, appointment practices may vary somewhat 
depending on the faculty. 
 
Two things in particular are worth noting in these flow charts: the number of 
steps and the number of levels of operations and decision-making. At the 
University of Helsinki, the appointment process consists of some 50 different 
steps, whereas the same process at Lund University has only half this 
amount. The number of different levels of operations is also significantly 
lower at Lund.  
 
At Lund University, the faculties are responsible for appointing professors 
and filling vacancies. The appointment process is set in motion by the 
department and remains an internal process within the faculty for quite a 
long time. The faculty announces the invitation for applications and chooses 
the experts. The applications and the experts’ evaluation of the applicants 
are presented to a permanent Teacher Appointments Committee 
(lärarförslagsnämnd). The Committee then submits a shortlist to the Faculty 
Board indicating the order of preference of the candidates. The Faculty 
Board presents a proposal of appointment to the Vice-Chancellor who 
makes the final decision. 
 
Certainly the University of Helsinki does not have to do things in this way. It 
is, however, important to consider why the different steps are included in the 
appointment process, their importance with regard to the final result, and 
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































APPENDIX 3: The University as a government institution 




The University as a government institution   
 
Finnish universities are governed by several acts and decrees, beginning with the 
Constitution. The Constitution and the Universities Act refer to liberties and others to 
procedures, i.e. limitations. In the reform of public administration that began in the 
1980s, decision-making powers were shifted to lower levels, bureaucratic procedures 
were reduced, budgeting simplified, and performance agreement procedures were 
introduced. These developments also affected the universities. Gradually, however, the 
amount of government steering has reincreased. In the case of the universities, the 
Ministry of Education’s meticulous management of project and appropriation funding 
has resulted in more comprehensive steering due to increased reporting obligations. 
The following is a presentation of the current state of government monitoring. 
 
According to Section 16, subsection 3, of the Constitution of Finland (731/1999), the 
freedom of science, the arts, and higher education is guaranteed. The Constitution also 
states that universities are self-governing as provided in more detail by an Act (Section 
123, subsection 1). The Universities Act (645/1997) provides that the universities shall 
have autonomy in research, arts, and teaching (Section 6, subsection 1).  
 
University resources and planning systems have been regulated by law since 1966. 
University operational expenditure for the period 2005-2007 is defined in Section 3 of 
the Higher Education Development Act (1052/1986; Section 3 amendment 793/2004). 
Section 4 of the Act states that when allocating increased funds, particular attention 
should be paid to the needs of graduate schools and research and the results 
achieved. The Act provides that a plan to develop institutions of higher education be 
drawn up (Section 5). 
 
The basics of university operations are provided in the Universities Act and the 
Universities Decree (115/1998). Compared with earlier legislation, the universities’ 
activities, degrees, organisation, decision-making, staff and studies are broadly 
defined; before the year 1998, every university had its own act and decree. The 
amended Universities Act went into effect on 1 August 2005. 
 
Financial steering is based on the State Budget Act (423/1988) and the State Budget 
Decree (1243/1992). It is noteworthy from the point of view of government control that, 
based on Section 24e of the Act (amendment 1216/2003), the Ministry of Finance has 
a Government financial controller’s function for the purpose of ensuring and developing 
the quality and financial accountability of the system used to control and report on 
central government finances and operations. The universities must comply with 







extremely detailed regulations concerning government transactions, bookkeeping, 
management accounting, financial statements, internal auditing and other matters 
related to financial management, all provided in the State Budget Decree. The State 
Treasury issues more detailed provisions and monitors their implementation (Decree 
No. 1243/1992; Section 41c, subsection 2, amendment 1054/2000). The State Audit 
Office audits the legality and propriety of the State's financial management and 
compliance with the State budget (Act No. 676/2000). 
 
In accordance with Section 1b, subsection 2, subparagraph 3 (amendment 254/2004) 
of the State Budget Decree, the State budget shall comprise the ministry’s tentative 
performance targets for the most significant elements of operating performance of the 
most important government agencies in the administrative sector of the ministry. 
Performance targets are itemized into targets concerning operational efficiency, 
outputs and quality management, and, as needed, management and development of 
human resources. Whenever possible, indicators are used in presenting the 
performance targets. Section 55 introduces the concept of performance accounting: A 
government agency shall arrange for management accounting and its utilization in 
management in the manner required to achieve results in the agency’s performance 
(most recent amendment 254/2004). 
 
University staff are civil servants, and their rights and obligations are governed by the 
State Civil Servants’ Act (750/1994), which also provides for the establishing and 
abolishing of posts and regulates other related matters together with the State Civil 
Servants’ Decree (971/1994). Other legislation affecting staff includes the Personal 
Data Act (523/1999); the Act and Decree on the Appointment of Professors and 
Associate Professors (856/1991 and 1581/1991); the Decree on qualification 
requirements of staff in institutions of higher education (309/1993); the Act on 
cooperation in government agencies (651/1988); the Act on gender equality in 
government agencies (609/1986); and, the Act on the protection of privacy in working 
life (477/2001). 
 
Universities have to comply with several other laws as well, such as the Administrative 
Procedure Act (434/2003), the Act on the Openness of Government Activities 
(621/1999), the Decree on the Openness of Government Activities and on Good 
Practice in Information Management (1030/1999), the Act on Electronic Services and 
Communication in the Public Sector (13/2003), and the Archives Act (831/1994). 
 
Objectives  
The development plan for institutions of higher education approved every fourth year 
by the Council of State defines quite a number of objectives and practices for the 
universities. The performance agreements between the universities and the Ministry of 
Education are based on the development plan. The objectives are specified, and 
topical themes for each year are included. The objectives are also presented annually 
as grounds for funding in the relevant section of the State budget.  
 






The universities’ performance agreements are divided into the following sections: 
objectives, resources, and monitoring and reporting of the performance agreement. 
The phrases “emphasize, draw up, implement, increase, set as target, etc.” appearing 
in the performance agreement are here interpreted as objectives. If all the objectives 
mentioned in the development plan, the performance agreement, and the budget are 
added up and combined so that each objective is mentioned only once and each sub-
objective in a phrase is an independent item, the sum total is over one hundred 
objectives. Some of them contain concrete targets: awarded degrees, international 
exchange, or the new degree system. Some of them concern the allocation of 
resources, and some express desirable actions. The Ministry gives annual feedback to 
the universities. In the feedback for the year 2003 received by the University of Helsinki 
on 23 June 2004, the words “should, exhort, goal” and the like appear 29 times in all. 
 
In the future, goal setting will be affected by the amended State Budget Act and its 
demands for operational efficiency, output and quality management, and the 
management and development of intellectual resources. The Ministry will be required 
to give feedback as to whether the goals have been reached, and to present the 
courses of action necessary to achieve them. 
 
Strategies and policy plans 
At the request of the Ministry of Education, the universities have in recent years drawn 
up several strategies in areas such as student selection development, basic degree 
development, regional development, internationalization, use of IT in teaching, and 
sustainable development, to name a few. According to the performance agreement for 
2004-2006, a policy plan to develop student selection is to be drawn up. As specified in 
the feedback, the universities must also begin preparations for a comprehensive 
quality control system, draw up a concrete policy plan for recruiting international 
students to Finland, and, in cooperation with the polytechnics, review joint regional 
strategies. The performance negotiations for 2005 required that a strategy for 
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